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CHAPTER I :  
I N T R O D U C T I O N  
Introduction 
Theories of change developed and analyzed by Fullan & 
Steisel (1991) address some of the means for pursuing the 
effective implementation of school reform. Fullan stated 
that reforms are a process, not an event, and that to 
achieve school reform teachers must first of all recognize a 
need for change. Fullan further stressed that once a problem 
has been identified, teachers themselves must play a major 
role in resolving it-at least if a solution is to occur. 
During this process, however, conflict is inevitable because 
the change process is multidimensional; it both involves new 
practices and an alteration of beliefs. In turn, members of 
the school must redefine their roles and responsibilities as 
they immerse themselves in the process of change (Fullan & 
Steisel, 1991) .  
Cuban (1988) noted that there are two stages of reform 
in the change process. First-order changes are structural 
changes that are intended to make the school more effective 
and efficient. During this stage, the day-to-day activities 
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of the school have been facilitated. Second order changes, 
by their very nature, are more difficult to achieve. They 
require the creation of new goals, new structures, and 
transformed roles, all of which represent new ways of doing 
things for the teachers. Sergiovanni (1996) stressed that as 
schools redefine the roles of teachers, and as shared values 
are created, teachers will become self-managing in order to 
facilitate change. 
The Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy study 
entitled A Nation Prepared: Teachers for the 21st century 
(1986) defined "restructuring" as a means of empowering 
teachers and, thereby, of improving the effectiveness of 
schools. Timar (1989) spelled out a more inclusive 
definition that seeks to broaden the concept to include 
programs to be implemented and organizational changes to be 
effectuated which would impel the school in the direction of 
more productive outcomes. In essence, therefore, 
restructuring is dictated by the way in which programs and 
activities are adopted and implemented. Whole-school reform 
thus requires restructuring through new activities and 
programs such as the empowering of staff, the acquisition of 
new skills, and provision for collaborative decision-making 
and goal setting. 
Shared decision-making, however, is not easily 
achieved. It takes considerable time and effort for 
teachers, administrators, and parents to learn how to share 
9 
decisions in a way that leads to genuine, lasting 
improvement. In one study of a successful program, it was 
noted by Bondy et al. (1994) that at the Coral Springs 
(Maryland) Middle School, the entire community had been 
involved in a shared decision-making process for more than 
five years. When shared decision-making was implemented at 
Coral Springs in 1989, school personnel and parents were 
confident that the process would succeed at their school. In 
fact, Coral Springs was already what researchers term a 
"high readiness" school because it had a history of faculty 
involvement in decision-making, strong faculty support for 
school reform, and cooperative and trusting relationships 
between the school administration and its faculty (Bondy et 
a l . ,  1 9 9 4 ) .  
Coral Springs, however, is the exception rather than 
the rule. Researchers have found that most schools have had 
difficulty implementing shared decision-making (Collins & 
Hanson, 1991; Jenni & Maurie!, 1990; Malen & Ogawa, 1988; 
Purkey, 1990; Strusinski, 1 9 9 1 ) .  Problems included confusion 
that arose over the meaning of shared decision-making and 
its related processes, tensions concerning the exercising of 
power (who has power and for what purposes), inadequate 
communication among faculty and staff, faculty skepticism, 
insufficient time, and inadequate district support for 
shared decision-making. 
David (1990) examined the basic themes involved in 
restructuring. He argued that in order to accommodate 
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change, the management of schools must be redefined, 
curricula and schedules redesigned, and staff development 
addressed. Elmore (1990) concurred with David and perceived 
restructuring as consisting of three dimensions: 
1 .  Changes in the way in which teaching and learning 
occur, or the core technology of schooling; 
2. Changes in the occupational situation of 
educators, including conditions of entry and licensure of 
teachers and administrators, school structure, conditions of 
work, and decision-making processes; 
3. Changes in the distribution of power between 
schools and their clients, or in the governance structure 
within which the schools operate. 
The above studies and others were used as a framework 
for the present research. The number and variety of school 
innovation efforts in the United States has mushroomed over 
the last decade. This study examined one such innovative 
program. 
The present study examined an urban neighborhood school 
having a traditional education program filled by staff 
members who had all been teaching in a given grade for one 
or more years. To promote the implementation/change at the 
school, a consultant was hired to facilitate the many grade­ 
level and departmental meetings that were necessary over a 
period of two years. During this time span, teachers were 
expected to become more engaged in their work, more 
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comfortable making decisions, and more likely to share 
leadership with other staff members. This also enabled the 
teachers to gain a better understanding of how to teach 
through having the support of their colleagues. These 
efforts became crystallized in the school's "Success for All 
Program," whose acceptance by, and impact on, the school's 
teachers is examined in the present study. 
The primary goal of the Success for All program is to 
improve the ability of children in urban school communities 
to learn. This is accomplished through promoting school 
environments that nurture the full intellectual development 
of their students. 
Hypotheses 
Three hypotheses are advanced by this study: 
Hypotheses 1: Significant differences in perceptions of 
school climate will be found between those teachers who did 
and did not support the court mandate to implement the 
Success for All program. 
Hypotheses 2: Significant differences between 
perceptions of responsibilities, feedback, resources, and 
feelings/beliefs will be found between those teachers who 
did and did not support the court mandate to implement the 
Success for All program. 
Hypotheses 3: No significant differences in teacher 
perceptions of school climate will be found when teachers 
are compared by their years of experience, gender, and grade 
12 
level taught. 
The emerging trend of whole-school reform has in recent 
times become more pronounced in the nation's urban 
communities. In the past few years-according to reports, 
which have examined the dismal failure of public education 
in urban districts-the state of New Jersey has begun to 
approach the topic of school reform. The lack of student 
achievement, chronically poor test scores, and the inability 
of many children to read, write, or do math all support the 
assertion that ours is, indeed, "A Nation at Risk" (Berman & 
McLaughlin, 1978 ) .  
Success for All is a school wide program for students 
in grades pre-K through 6 that organizes resources in 
attempt to ensure that virtually every student will reach 
the third grade with adequate basic skills and will then 
build on this foundation throughout the elementary grades. 
The philosophy of Success for All is that no student will be 
allowed to "fall through the cracks." The main elements of 
the program include the following: 
• tutorial instruction in the early grades, which 
involves one-to-one work with the students; 
• a school wide curriculum which, among other things, 
regroups students across age lines during reading 
periods, so that each reading class contains students 
who are all at a single reading level; 
• pre-school and kindergarten programs, which emphasize 
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language development, readiness, and self-concept; 
• eight-week assessments, which determine whether 
students are making progress; 
• a family support team in each school, which helps 
support parents in ensuring the success of their 
children; 
• a program facilitator who works with teachers to help 
them implement the reading program, manages the eight­ 
week assessment, assists the family support team, etc. 
Statement of the Problem 
This writer has examined teacher perception of school 
climate based upon their level of agreement and disagreement 
in the implementation of the Success for All Program. Focus 
has been placed on recently developed innovations, which 
have given priority to two of the SFA programs, which deals 
with school reform. Focus has been placed on recently 
developed innovations, which have given priority to two 
important issues: how reform is being implemented, and what 
kinds of relationships and communication procedures have 
arisen in the implementation process. In the present study, 
an entire school community came together specifically to 
create a process of reform that aimed to stimulate dialogue 
among staff, parents, and students in an attempt to provide 
them with the opportunity to direct their reform efforts. 
The present study will examine the perceptions held by 
teachers in an urban school toward the implementation 
14 
process of a whole-school reform. In particular, this study 
will explore the question of whether there are significant 
differences in the attitude toward innovation between 
teachers who supported court decisions mandating reform and 
those teachers who did not. 
Research Questions 
Three research questions will be proposed: 
RQl: Are there significant differences regarding 
perceptions of their school's climate between those teachers 
who supported a court mandate to implement the Success for 
All program and, on the other hand, those who did not 
support the mandate? 
RQ2: Are their significant differences between those 
teachers who support the court mandate and those who did not 
based on their perceptions of their school responsibilities, 
feedback, resources, feelings and beliefs. 
RQ3: Are there significant differences regarding 
perceptions of the school climate when their experience, 
gender, and grade level compares teachers taught? 
Significance of the Study 
An increase in innovational programs that require 
teacher acceptance before they can be implemented has 
occurred in recent years. Considerable research supports the 
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theory that teacher acceptance of program implementation 
impacts the perceptions, responsibilities, resources, and 
beliefs of staff members involved in the innovation process 
{Slavin, 1 9 9 4 ) .  
Ample research has shown that the Success for All {SFA) 
program has led to considerable success in the academic 
performance of students. Pogrow, (2000) revealed that the 
comparison of the Success For All Program found that the 
Success for All Program had the highest absolute scores and 
score gain on the TAAS, averaging across all subjects. A 
study in Clover Park, Washington, compared SFA to 
Accelerated Schools, and approach that, like Success for 
All, emphasizes prevention and acceleration over remediation 
but, unlike Success for All, does not provide specific 
materials or instructional strategies to a achieve its 
goals. In the first year of the evaluation, the Success for 
All and Accelerated Schools programs had similar scores on 
individually administered reading tests and on writing test. 
By second grade however, Success for All schools ere 
scoring slightly ahead of Accelerated Schools in reading and 
significantly ahead in writing. Less clear, however, is 
whether the attitudes of educators toward an educational 
innovation such as SFA correlate with their perceptions 
(approval, disapproval) of court decisions mandating 
implementation of such innovations, and whether teacher 
perceptions of school climate, available resources, 
feedback, etc., in turn impact on their support/nonsupport 
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for the innovations. If correlations can be found by the 
present study, this may help educators analyze barriers to 
the adoption of innovation and to facilitate the removal of 
these barriers. 
Limitations of the Study 
While the present study provides interesting 
information about teacher acceptance of the implementation 
of the Success for All program in one urban school, there 
are several limitations that should be noted. 
One limitation is that data are only reported from 
those staff members who completed and returned the surveys 
distributed to them. While a majority of staff members did 
complete and return their surveys, those that did return 
them might have different perceptions than those who did 
not. It is possible, for instance, that those who returned 
the surveys might have a more positive attitude toward 
implementation than those who failed to return the surveys. 
In fact, this researcher believes that it is fair to assume 
that staff members who responded to the survey were more 
likely to be involved in the Success for All program as 
shown by their willingness to complete the survey. 
An additional limitation was the size of the sample in 
this study. A survey using a larger sample might have 
yielded different results. Similarly, the fact that this 
survey was conducted only at one school means that the 
findings cannot be generalized to a larger population at 
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this time. 
Furthermore, it is possible that staff members could 
have provided responses that they believed to be socially 
desirable rather than providing responses that truly 
reflected their perceptions. The fact that the study was 
conducted in the researcher's own school must also be 
pointed out. It is possible that staff members could have 
provided questionnaire responses that they believed might 
have been desired by the researcher-their principal-rather 
than providing responses that truly reflected their 
perceptions. 
The Organization of the Study 
The present study is organized into five chapters. 
Chapter One includes the problem statement, the background 
of the problem, definitions of terms appearing in the study, 
the hypotheses, and the significance, limitations, and 
organization of the study. 
Chapter Two consists of a literature review, which 
examines research pertaining to the acceptance of innovation 
programs, the implementation of conflict resolution, teacher 
perceptions of change and other issues. 
Chapter Three describes the research methodology. It 
outlines the content of the study, a discussion of the 
subjects, the research instrument, procedures, data 
analysis, analysis of the Teacher Focused Activities 
Questionnaire, and the hypotheses. 
Chapter Four presents the findings of the study, and 
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contains an analysis of the data, a discussion of the 
findings, and a final summation of the relationships of the 
variables. 
Chapter Five contains a summation, conclusion, and 
discussion of the study. It also proposes recommendations, 
along with implications for future research. 
A Bibliography and Appendices follow Chapter Five. 
Definition of Terms 
Adoption - The process through which an innovation has 
been accepted. 
Diffusion - The process by which an innovation is 
communicated through certain channels over time among the 
members of a social system. 
Heterophily. The degree to which two or more 
interacting individuals differ in attributes such as belief 
and social status. 
Homophily. The degree to which two or more interacting 
individuals are similar in attributes such as belief and 
social status. 
Implementation - This occurs when an individual (or 
other decision-making unit) puts an innovation into 
practice. 
Innovation - An idea, practice, or object that is 
perceived as new by an individual or other unit of adoption. 
Linear - Something that proceeds on a line or that is 
direct. 
Linear Regression Analysis - An analysis that indicates 
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that there appears to be a positive and significant 
relationship. 
Perception - Having an understanding of what is being 
assumed. 
Restructuring - A means of empowering staff to improve 
the effectiveness of schools. 
Whole-School Reform - A movement to restructure the 
educational process and its delivery of services. 
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CHAPTER II:  
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Few things are more difficult to plan, more dubious of 
success, or more dangerous to manage than the creation of 
something new. Nearly 500 years ago, Niccolo Machiavelli 
observed that whenever one's enemies have the ability to 
attack an innovator, they will do so with the passion of 
partisans, while the innovator's supporters are likely to 
come to his defense only sluggishly. The result is that both 
the innovator and his defenders are vulnerable (Machiavelli, 
1996; reprint). 
This literature review examines the ways in which 
teacher belief systems and perceptions impact upon their 
acceptability of new educational ideas. Drawing on and 
reviewing related research and literature pertaining to the 
rate of acceptability of an innovation in its early stages, 
Chapter II also focuses on the definition of acceptance and 
implementation as it impacts the early stages of innovation 
adoption. 
The History of Diffusion 
Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) stated that by the 1960s 
diffusion research had emerged as a single, integrated body 
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of concepts and generalizations. Such research, which 
started in several independent intellectual enclaves, 
continues today as an ongoing process. 
Each of the disciplinary cliques of diffusion 
researchers initially studied only one kind of innovation. 
For instance, rural sociologists investigated the diffusion 
of agricultural innovations among farmers, while educational 
researchers studied the spread of new teaching ideas among 
school personnel. Researchers noted that despite the 
distinctiveness of the various studies, each group of 
investigators uncovered remarkably similar findings. One 
example of this is research that found that the diffusion of 
an innovation generally follows an S-shaped curve over time, 
and that the rate of diffusion generally depends on the 
socioeconomic status of the adopters (Rogers & Shoemaker, 
1971 ) .  
Rogers (1961) conducted a study, which noted the lack 
of distinctive results in diffusion research and argued for 
the greater interchange of ideas among the various diffusion 
research traditions. He defined a research tradition as a 
series of investigations focused on a single topic in which 
successive studies are influenced by preceding inquiries. 
Rogers viewed each research tradition as an invisible 
"college" of researchers, or a network of scholars who were 
spatially dispersed but closely interconnected through the 
exchange of research findings and other scientific 
information. 
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By the mid-1960s the formerly impermeable boundaries 
between the various diffusion research traditions began to 
break down. Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) computed an index of 
cross-tradition citations for each diffusion publication 
available as of 1968; this index represented the number of 
cross-disciplinary citations in the footnotes and 
bibliography of each empirical diffusion publication. While 
the number hovered at less than 1 . 0  throughout the 1940s, 
1950s, and 1960s, between the years 1965 and 1968 it 
suddenly more than doubled to 2 . 0 .  
The trend toward a more unified cross-disciplinary 
viewpoint in diffusion research continues today; every 
diffusion scholar is fully aware of the parallel 
methodologies and results inherent in the other traditions. 
In essence, all of the diffusion research traditions have 
now converged (at least intellectually) toward a single, 
large invisible "college" in spite of the numerous different 
disciplines, which are conducting research in diffusion 
studies. However, from a research perspective, this merging 
of diffusion approaches has been a mixed blessing. Diffusion 
studies now display a kind of bland sameness, as they pursue 
a small nwnber of research issues using rather stereotyped 
approaches. 
The Beginning of Diffusion Research in Europe 
Gabriel Tarde, one of the forefathers of sociology and 
social psychology, was a French lawyer and judge at the turn 
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of the last century who kept an analytical eye on trends in 
his society that grew out of legal cases coming before his 
court. Tarde drew certain generalizations about the 
diffusion of innovations. From these generalizations he 
formulated what he called the "laws of imitation," which 
became the title of his influential book. The goal of his 
scholarly observations was: 
to learn why, given one hundred different innovations 
conceived at the same tim�innovations in the 
form of Words, in mythological ideas, in industrial 
processes, etc.�ten will spread about while _ninety 
will be forgotten {Tarde, 1903, 1969, p. 4 1 ) .  
Gabriel Tarde was far ahead of his time as regards his 
thinking about diffusion. Although he pursued slightly 
different concepts than those employed in his later writings 
(for instance, what he initially referred to as "imitation" 
later became known as the "adoption of an innovation"), this 
sociological pioneer explored several of the main research 
issues that were more quantitatively broached by diffusion 
scholars in later decades: among other observations, Tarde 
identified the adoption or rejection of innovations as a 
crucial outcome variable in diffusion research (1903, 1969 ) .  
Tarde also observed that the rate of adoption of a new 
idea usually followed ans-shaped curve over time. Perhaps 
more astutely, Tarde recognized that the take-off in the S­ 
curve of adoption begins to occur when the opinion leaders 
in a system adopt a new idea. In this way, diffusion network 
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thinking was involved in Tarde1s explanation of the s-curve, 
even though he did not use such present day terminology as 
"networks," "homophily" (the degree to which two or more 
interacting individuals are similar in attributes such as 
belief, social status, etc. ) ,  or "heterophily" (the degree 
to which interacting individuals differ in these 
attributes). Tarde's key word, imitation, implies that an 
individual learns about an innovation by copying another's 
adoption behavior (Tarde, 1903, 1969) .  
As one of his most fundamental laws of imitation, Tarde 
(1903, 1969) proposed that the more similar an innovation is 
to ideas that have already been accepted, the more likely it 
is that the innovation will be adopted (today, we say that 
the perceived compatibility of an innovation is related to 
its rate of adoption). For Tarde, the diffusion of 
innovations was a basic and fundamental explanation of human 
behavior change: "invention and imitation are, as we know, 
the elementary social acts" (Tarde, 1903, 1969, p. 3 9 ) .  
While Tarde was the most prominent European forefather 
of the diffusion field, his creative insights were not 
immediately developed in empirical studies of diffusion. It 
remained for later scholars to further develop Tarde1s 
insights, a task which was undertaken after World War II.  
Subsequent approaches to change were introduced in the 
1940s and 1950s, but given the political nature of the times 
(the Cold War, the Korean conflict, the launching of 
Sputnik, e t c . ) ,  there was little sympathy for an approach to 
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school improvement that might be viewed as "rocking the 
boat" in any way, including approaches that depended on 
human hypothesis-testing or ones which emphasized gradual 
adaptation rather than speedy adoption (Miller & Lieberman, 
1988) .  Instead, in the first few decades of the post-World 
War II period, the emphasis was placed on pragmatic analysis 
and practical applications, many of which were often put 
forth by researchers and theoreticians far removed from 
schools and classrooms. 
By the late 1960s and early 1970s there was a growing 
sense of urgency about the problems inherent in the 
"professionalism of reform." Sarason (1982)  concluded that 
professional reformers were doomed to failure primarily 
because of their detachment from actual practice; Sarason 
also wrote that theories that refuse to change as practice 
changes will inevitably lead to confusion and 
disillusionment. 
Opportunism and Problem-Solving 
The enhancement of school improvement efforts, however, 
is not simply a matter of moving theorists and their 
theories closer to actual classroom practices. Such a 
response does not work because it makes an assumption about 
why innovations are adopted in the first place. This 
assumption, which holds that school improvement efforts are 
selected primarily because students will benefit from them, 
turns out to be highly inaccurate; less than half of 
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improvement adoptions are attributable to problem-solving 
ventures (Sarason, 1982) .  As has become clear by all of the 
"steady work" of the past decade, good intentions alone do 
not suffice to bring about lasting change. 
Elmore and McLaughlin (1988)  identified a sameness to 
the way in which change is pursued. They concluded that the 
'raisons d'etre' of reform, including the current 
groundswell toward excellence and quality reforms, all have 
predictable patterns. First comes an upsurge of public 
concern, followed by a broad-scale dissemination of "best 
practice," abetted by policy, professional networks, or 
both. 
Second, paragons and models of 11best practice" are 
given priority, and the pressure for reform from both 
political and professional sources trails off. The result is 
that traces of the models of "best practice" remain in 
textbooks, in teacher education, in local structures and in 
state law. At a certain point, a new upsurge of public 
concern starts the process all over again (Elmore & 
McLaughlin, 1988) .  
The Missing Elements 
No reform process proceeds in a totally linear and 
smooth way. One salient question, which often arises, is 
"what is missing?" Why do educators often persist in 
repeating cycles of reform/failure/reform whose pitfalls or 
shortcomings should have been obvious long ago? In part, the 
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answers are found in how change is typically planned and 
managed. Several findings from the NETWORK study have 
significant implications for initiating and managing change. 
The NETWORK study (1982) found that early and sustained 
focus on continuation activities is as critical to the 
success of an innovation as is the implementation process. 
The NETWORK study also measured time spans related to 
various innovations, and concluded that the more time and 
attention that is devoted to the implementation phase, the 
more likely the program was to be fully implemented. 
Moreover, the study found that full implementation could 
occur in as little as 18 months if teachers' concerns are 
addressed and if their needs for ongoing support and 
training are met. Finally, the NETWORK research indicated 
that the more ambitious and challenging the innovation, the 
more likely it is to be implemented and sustained (NETWORK, 
1982) .  
Fullan (1988) argued that real change, whether imposed 
or voluntarily pursued, results in a new personal and 
collective experience characterized by ambivalence and 
uncertainty. If the change works out as planned, it can 
result in a sense of mastery, accomplishment, and 
professional growth. In a similar vein, Hall and Loucks 
(1978} referred to the stages of the developmental pattern 
as: (1} concerns and feelings experienced by teachers and 
others affected by change and (2) their use of the 
innovation. 
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Tinzmann et al. (1990) observed that change is 
technically simple and socially complex. Fundamental reform, 
of course, is not really simple, but at some point visions 
of learning and new conceptions of schooling will be 
translated into written plans, procedures, timetables, and 
resource lists. Tinzmann and colleagues supported the 
fundamental viewpoint that school improvement occurs first 
within the school through the involvement and leadership of 
the principal, teachers, and parents. The authors argued 
that change is not an isolated effort, but that it �equires 
collaboration among these three groups aimed at developing a 
common vision for a school, a vision which can then be 
shared with others. 
Sizer's (1972) reform model known as the Coalition of 
Essential Schools focused on the clarification of 
or�anizational beliefs and values. All of the schools in the 
coalition shared a common set of beliefs, yet each developed 
its own specific plan. Schools participating in the National 
Educational Association's Mastery in Learning Project create 
a knowledge base for planning and change via their use of 
planning instruments and their work with project staff. 
However, Rhodes (1988)  argued that although change at the 
school level is important, permanent change requires a focus 
on district level concerns. Critical in this regard is the 
need to examine and, if necessary, subsequently alter the 
infrastructure that determines relationships between 
individual schools and their district. 
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Reigeluth (1987) spoke of a quantum leap to a 
comprehensively different educational system. This different 
system is gradually and systematically implemented, 
beginning with a prototype school from an ideal educational 
system. Early changes may involve building or remodeling a 
facility, selecting new instructional materials, or training 
personnel. Similarly, Goodlad's (1984)  eight-year study of 
1000 classrooms in 38 schools examined this fonn of 
comprehensive change. His conclusions led him to advocate 
major, comprehensive improvements in schools rather than 
incremental, piecemeal change. 
The Types of and Reasons for Restructuring 
The possible components of restructuring are numerous 
and varied. According to Murphy and Beck (1995) ,  the 
components comprise school-based management, increased 
consumer choice, teacher empowerment, and teaching for 
understanding. Restructuring can also comprise curriculum 
and instruction redesign to promote higher order thinking; 
the decentralization of authority, and decision-making; more 
diverse and differentiated roles for teachers; and a 
broadened system of accountability (Hargreaves, 1 9 9 4 ) .  
Throughout the United States and in numerous other 
countries, a restructuring of schools has taken place at all 
levels of the educational system. According to Hallinan 
(1995) ,  most school reform plans can be characterized as 
efforts to restructure schools. Restructuring can occur at 
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any level of an institution or organization. In most cases, 
the objective of restructuring has been to change, improve, 
and reform schools in an attempt to achieve higher 
efficiency and to maximize the benefits from educational 
spending. This has become even more necessary as governments 
attempt to cut costs in spite of the recent educational 
expansion and globalization of knowledge information and 
skills. 
In the broader historical context, restructuring is not 
a new phenomenon. On the one hand, its heritage lies in the 
larger reform movement that characterized education in the 
twentieth century (Murphy, 1993 ) .  Restructuring, according 
to Pasow et al. ( 1993 ) ,  is part of the larger fabric of 
reform, one woven from cyclical waves of improvement efforts 
that have washed over education approximately every decade 
for the last 100 years or so. 
Research on school improvement (Lieberman, 1986; 
Baldridge & Deal, 1975; Clark, Lotto, & Astuto, 1984) has 
identified a number of factors and conditions that may 
affect institutionalization of an innovation in educational 
organizations. Based on interview data garnered from 
principals, it appears that at least half of schools did not 
have strong school support systems. The above studies have 
reaffirmed the finding that support for school improvement 
must come from both the school unit and the district's 
central administration. 
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Russell et al. (1997) conducted a five-year study which 
examined the implementation of interdisciplinary teaching 
teams in mid-level settings; the study, moreover, examined 
teachers' attitudes toward team practices. Russell and 
colleagues found that although the attitude of teachers 
fluctuated, the level of agreement between teachers never 
fell below 72%. Russell et al. wrote that teachers appeared 
to be attracted to interdisciplinary teaming and seemed to 
retain their positive views as they gained experience with 
such teaming. 
Howe and Bell (1998 )  described the implementation of 
interdisciplinary middle school environmental science 
curriculum units. Howe and Bell noted that factors such as 
strong principal support, structural components (such as 
teachers having the same students), a common planning time, 
and a strong, intact team were associated with success. 
Allinder and Oats {1997) studied 21 special education 
teachers. Twelve of these teachers had a high acceptance of 
curriculum-based innovation, while the other nine had a low 
acceptance. Allinder and Oats found that the members of 
these two groups differed on two of five implementation 
measures. The authors also found that there was a 
significant difference between the two teacher groups as 
regards the rate of advancement that had been achieved by 
their mathematics students. 
Useem (1997) assessed nine professional development 
initiatives undertaken by the Philadelphia Education Fund. 
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Useem's objective was to gain insight into why such 
initiatives generally achieved only partial implementation 
at the grade school level. Useem concluded that entrenched 
policies and practices, non-supportive principals, faculty 
team disruptions, and union work rules which affected 
teacher transfers and faculty work time were all barriers to 
full implementation. 
Shapley and Pinto (1997)  described the revised 
portfolio assessment process that was implemented for 
Chapter 1 students in Dallas, Texas, and reviewed the 
literature on teacher adjustment to innovation. (Chapter 1 
funds, now known as Title I funds, refers to money the 
federal government has given school districts to aide them 
in providing supplementary services to low-achieving 
students). The authors also described in their study the 
teachers' perspectives on the benefits and difficulties they 
encountered in implementing portfolio assessment in primary 
grades. Shapley and Pinto found that teachers passed through 
five stages of concerns, but generally reported a high level 
of personal satisfaction with portfolio assessment. 
Carr ( 1997 ) ,  in his teacher and principal interviews 
and surveys, examined how Toronto (Canada) principals have 
responded to equity-based education initiatives. Carr 
described barriers to implementation in secondary schools 
and offered strategies for helping principals become more 
effective in this capacity. Carr also concluded that the 
principal's character and capacity to lead, together with 
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the given school culture, will often influence the outcome 
of equity-based initiatives. 
Smith (1997) identified factors that distinguished 
fast-starter schools from slow-starter ones during the first 
year of the Memphis (Tennessee) Restructuring Initiative, 
which followed a "cell division" implementation model. 
Smith's conclusions supported strong administrative 
leadership to enhance start-up time, a restructuring model 
matching schools' current values and practices, curricula 
aligned with state assessment, and contextual/demogr_aphic 
variables. 
Ross (1997) reported on the first-year global 
evaluations of eight design implementations in Memphis. 
Ross1s study was based on syntheses of data from multiple 
sources. Common strengths included revitalized schools and 
initiation of new school organizations and teaching 
strategies. Ross found, however, that salient concerns 
included the need for more focused training, more teaching 
collaboration time, and strategies for integrating 
curricular and learning activities with skills assessed by 
state-mandated exams. 
George (1996) examined interventions and strategies 
used by Chapter 1 Program Improvement schools to improve 
academic programs and services. Site visits to 15 California 
elementary and middle schools resulted in the identification 
of several successful common elements: strong leadership, 
quality core curriculum, school autonomy, district support, 
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and parent and community involvement. Negative effects, 
which gave rise to what is termed Limited Program 
Improvement, resulted mainly from high principal turnover. 
Speck (1996) argued that the change process depends on 
the acceptance, adaptation, and institutionalization of 
change by individuals, the school organization, and the 
community. Speck's study presents a Change Process Model 
that helps principals visualize the steps needed to achieve 
meaningful change. The model encompasses a school's vision, 
its stakeholder groups, the necessary skills that are 
involved, and the new techniques and resources. Speck also 
commented on the need to take into account the relevant 
political, managerial, and monitoring considerations. 
Alexander (1996) examined two arguments regarding the 
question of why educational innovations come and go with 
such regularity. One argument states that there is a paucity 
of knowledge about the innovations; this lack of knowledge 
leads to the proposing of superficial solutions and 
implementations. The second argument holds that it is the 
inability of educators to tap into the roots of the 
educational innovations that results in the reinvention or 
recycling of old movements under new labels. 
Inbar (1993) writes that all planning approaches 
require a result that must be assessed. Thus, analyzed 
results of the planning/implementation cycle's success (or 
lack thereof) can strongly influence the planning process 
itself. Inbar identified the components that determine 
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success and failure thresholds, develop a success/failure 
framework, and apply the framework to analyze basic planning 
climates, and explore directions for further discussion. 
Rollow and Bryk (1993) discussed a case study, which 
focused on 12 elementary schools affected by the Chicago 
School Reform Act. (The researchers' emphasis was placed on 
examining two schools). The researchers focused on local 
contexts and features of school communities that advanced or 
impeded change. Rollow et al. found that the data 
demonstrated the importance of neighborhood environments, 
school leadership, and the complexities of applying 
expertise to the tasks at hand. 
Drake (1992) examined the first year of a three-year 
change initiative in which a holistic curriculum was 
implemented in a kindergarten through grade-eight school in 
Ontario, Canada. Drake reported on the success of the 
implementation and its continued use as part of the school's 
overall philosophy. 
Semmel and Gerber (1990) criticized programs that 
implement the Regular Education Initiative for their 
relatively simplistic approaches to the instructional 
problems that are sometimes created by diversity. The 
researcher argued that programs such as "Success for All" 
and teacher consultation programs do not adequately consider 
what happens to those students and teachers who do not 
succeed under the Regular Education Initiative. 
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Gersten (1986) reviewed multilevel analyses of a large­ 
scale educational improvement effort that was conducted in 
seven urban schools over a two-year period. Consistently 
moderate to high relationships were found between observed 
levels of model implementation and classroom achievement 
gains in reading. Gersten concluded that major improvement 
in inner-city schools is possible. 
Larger-Scale Projects 
Afflerbach (1996) examined the perspectives of school 
personnel regarding the perceived barriers to effective 
implementation of a statewide program concerned with 
curriculum and instructional innovations. Afflerbach 
conducted interviews with personnel from five schools and 
districts. These interviews found that school personnel had 
generally positive attitudes concerning the shift from their 
existing curriculum and assessment programs to the newer 
mandated state program. 
As Afflerbach found, I also found that interview data 
from teachers, principals, and curriculum coordinators 
demonstrated that adherence to the mandated statewide 
program was not without considerable challenges. I found 
that school personnel reported that the implementation of 
the Success for All program and intended school change was 
made more difficult by an absence of correspondence between 
existing instruction and performance assessment and, on the 
other hand, the instruction and performance assessment which 
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was mandated. This situation was further complicated by a 
lack of alignment between teacher practices and beliefs with 
those explicated in the statewide program. Additional 
difficulties arose from lack of resources, the performance 
assessment materials and procedures themselves, and 
insufficient communication from the state related to the 
mandated program. 
Afflerbach noted that the data suggested that 
overcoming barriers to implementation of the statewide 
program require a systematic approach that bridges 
communication barriers between those people involved in the 
curriculum, instruction, and the performance assessment 
materials and procedures. 
In 1992 the South Eastern Regional Vision for Education 
(SERVE) undertook a three-year research and development 
effort in support of four schools and two school districts 
in the southeastern United States, which were implementing 
Total Quality Management (TQM) processes (South Eastern 
Regional Vision for Education, 1 9 9 5 ) .  SERVE's report 
describes the experiences and perceptions of the 
participating educators. Chapter 3 of the report examines 
the experiences of each of the pilot sites and offers a 
framework for systemic reform, although it is concluded that 
there is no one correct way to implement TQM. 
SERVE1s Chapter 4 presented the findings of an 
independent evaluation of the pilot sites' implementation of 
TQM strategies. Data derived from focus groups and 
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individual interviews suggested that they keys to a total 
quality school include ( 1 )  a  committed and supportive 
leader; (2 )  a  faculty that is open to change; {3) ample time 
set aside for training; (4 )  the inclusion of all faculty in 
an orientation; and (5) the recognition that TOM requires a 
long-term commitment. It should be noted, however, that 
these factors are probably demanded for all change efforts. 
Luze (1997)  examined the activities and accomplishments 
of Project Lift (Looking at Intervention Factors with 
Teachers). Project Lift assessed the relationships among 
classroom intervention acceptability, integrity, and 
effectiveness. Two studies were conducted as part of Project 
LIFT. The first involved observing interventions implemented 
in 10 Iowa elementary classroom settings. The second study 
surveyed 350 elementary teachers in 11 states; the teachers 
were given a project-development questionnaire which focused 
on their experiences and perceptions of the interventions 
they have implemented with their students. 
Luze reported that findings from both studies indicated 
that teachers tended to receive assistance when developing 
an intervention, but then often implemented the intervention 
by themselves. The teachers1 individualized intervention 
plans rarely described specific steps to be completed. Luze 
noted that the Project Lift experience found a discrepancy 
in the fact that the teachers responding to the survey (in 
the second study) indicated more use of formal efforts to 
maintain intervention integrity than did teachers in the 
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observation study (the first study), 
Wolfson {1996) investigated the acceptance of 
innovation and change as it related to a specific education 
change or prior learning assessment (PLA).  Wolfson's study 
was conducted at the University College of the Fraser Valley 
(UCFV) in British Colwnbia {Canada). The study explored the 
barriers that face students who wanted to have experimental 
and workplace learning count toward their credentials at 
UCFV. 
Wolfson reported that a content analysis of all 
internal and provincial documents relating to PLA was used 
to identify a series of issues and concerns that were 
explored both qualitatively and quantitatively. A survey of 
all UCFV faculty and administrators explored attitudes 
toward, as well as actual experience with, prior learning 
assessment. An in-depth focus interview was conducted with 
those who attempted to gain recognition for prior learning. 
Uses of case studies and triangulation presented a more 
complete description of the situation and a more thorough 
understanding of the forces acting to both inhibit and 
promote change. Integration of content analysis, survey 
research, and in-depth interviews served as a basis for a 
set of reconunendations to UCFV that, it was hoped, would 
increase acceptability and use of PLA. 
The Havelock and Zlotolow Study 
Havelock and Zlotolow (1995) examined how successful 
change happens and how change agents can organize their work 
to make it happen. Their study was designed to help change 
agents in various organizational settings understand the 
dimensions of the problem and the larger social situation. 
Havelock and Zlotolow provided guidelines for change plans, 
and discussed how educators can know what to look for and 
what to avoid in a team, in clients, and in oneself. The 
authors also provided guidelines so that educators can make 
correct choices in innovation, can know about potential 
resources as well as how to gain access to them, and can 
learn about which strategies have produced success for 
others, and why. 
Following an introduction which explains basic 
principles and definitions, Part I of the Havelock and 
Zlotolow study presents cases of four change agents and the 
innovations they introduced. The change agents played a wide 
range of roles: student, teacher, and administrator, outside 
consultant. Each case is then analyzed in terms of Havelock 
and Zlotolow's change model. 
Part II of the Havelock and Zlotolow study is made up of 
seven chapters, each of which represents one stage in the 
change process: (1) caring: establishing the need for 
action; (2) relating: building relationships with and among 
clients; (3) examining: understanding the problem; (4 )  
acquiring: seeking and finding relevant resources; (5 )  
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trying: committing to solutions; (6) extending: gaining 
deeper and wider acceptance; and (7 )  gaining technology 
education. 
Havelock and Zlotolow then presented some explanations 
for the overall lack of acceptance of change. For one thing, 
technology education advocates have often failed to 
demonstrate any relative advantage of a specific curriculum 
change to the teachers who had been asked to implement that 
change. 
Secondly, Havelock and Zlotolow argued that when the 
technology education curricula have been externally 
developed, resistance among educators has tended to be 
greater. Havelock and Zlotolow also opined that technology 
education change agents often ignored the feelings of 
industrial technology teachers by failing to provide in­ 
service training. Finally, the authors argued that the 
previous change experience of the industrial technology 
teachers might not have been positive. 
Noting that 69% of surveyed teachers failed to accept a 
new program, Havelock and Zlotolow recommended that 
teachers' acceptance of technology education be enhanced 
through taking into account their opinions and by providing 
in-service education for them. 
The Acceptance of Technological Innovation 
Kershaw (1996) stated that focusing on effective change 
in post-secondary organizations should not be about 
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introducing new technology. Rather, it should be about 
encouraging individuals to change to way in which they do 
things and the way in which they think about their roles in 
their organizations. This includes a strategy of using 
practical and educational technology, developing a plan, 
creating suitable organizational structures, providing 
sufficient training and support, and promoting technology 
use for various purposes. Furthermore, Kershaw wrote that 
institutions must be prepared to allocate scarce resources 
to support staff and students who do in fact avail 
themselves of new technology. Without this crucial 
willingness to allocate scarce resources, Kershaw argued, 
there can be no effective change. 
Studies on the Implementation of Conflict Resolution 
Given the reality that resistance among teachers or other 
staff members frequently hampers the implementation of 
educational innovations, how to resolve this resistance 
becomes a crucial question. 
Gajria and Salend (1996) carried out a study entitled 
"Treatment Acceptability: A Critical Dimension for 
Overcoming Teacher Resistance to Implementing Adaptations 
for Mainstream Students." Gajria and Salend reviewed the 
literature pertaining to teachers1 perceptions of the 
acceptability of behavior management interventions, 
instructional modifications, and testing acconnnodations. 
Treatment acceptability was found to be a critical factor 
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that may influence the extent to which teachers implement 
effective classroom adaptations for mainstreamed students. 
Consequently, Gajria and Salend offered suggestions for 
overcoming teachers' resistance to the use of classroom 
adaptations with mainstreamed students. 
Trachtman et al. (1991) tested theories of adoption of 
innovations via the introduction of an experimental school­ 
centered and neighborhood-oriented information and 
communication system in a small midwestern city. Data was 
obtained in three waves of telephone interviews over an 
eight-month period involving 249 families who had accepted 
the system on a no-cost-to-user trial basis. 
Trachtman et al. (1991) noted that widely accepted 
models of adoption behavior had predicted general acceptance 
of this innovation: there was to be a long no-cost trial 
period offering a wide variety of information services, the 
conununity involved was computer-sophisticated, the system's 
operation was relatively simple, and a large proportion of 
respondents had positive attitudes toward home computers. 
Yet, reported Trachtman and colleagues, the system 
failed to take hold. Some 80 percent of those using the 
system rejected it when asked to decide on its permanent 
adoption. Trachtman et al. reported that the reasons for 
this unanticipated outcome included the fact that many 
participants perceived the hardware and software as being 
too simple, along with the fact that the system was plagued 
by a high breakdown rate. Participants also reported that 
they perceived the system as being almost totally redundant 
despite the variety of services it offered. Finally, 
Trachtman et al. noted that there was no institutional 
mandate to employ the system, as there might have been in a 
more hierarchical organization: such an organization can 
reward use of an innovation and impose costs for failing to 
employ it, thereby facilitating its implementation. 
Trachtman et al. also noted that questionnaires 
returned by 21 teachers from the participating school 
suggested a serious compatibility problem at work: teachers 
failed to use the system because it was not universally 
available to all of their students�thus violating their 
democratic and egalitarian views of how a public school 
system should function. Without teachers encouraging use of 
the system, its utility to both students and their parents 
was greatly diminished. Trachtman et al. concluded that 
specific characteristics of an innovation, the population to 
which it is introduced, and the general social environment 
are likely to play more complex and subtle roles in adoption 
behavior than is usually assumed by most generally accepted 
diffusion and adoption models. 
Manginelli (1998) examined and interpreted the ways in 
which individuals experience the implementation of conflict 
resolution and peer mediation programs at an elementary 
school. The program's intent was to inform educational 
reformers and organizational leaders about educational and 
organizational change. This goal was to be accomplished by 
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presenting richly textured personal information about the 
participants who were involved in the change process. 
Using a qualitative approach based on interviews, 
observations, and informal conversations, Manginelli's study 
gave voice to individual accounts involving the key players 
implementing change. Manginelli reported on interviews 
conducted with administrators, teachers charged with 
implementation of the change, grade-level teachers who 
carried out the change, and support staff members�all of 
whom discussed the conflict resolution and peer mediation 
processes. Through analysis, Manginelli found that the key 
players often felt that lack of time, poor communication, 
difficult interrelationships, and weak leadership all 
adversely impacted upon the success of the implementation. 
Some of the teachers, however, did not view these factors as 
detrimental to the implementation. 
Manginelli concluded that when individuals are asked to 
make a change, most will weigh the potential benefits versus 
the perceived costs and risks. As an implementation 
continues, individuals will assess the value of their 
participation. If the implementers do not perceive that the 
value satisfaction of remaining involved with an innovation 
is greater than the costs and risks, they are not likely to 
continue their involvement. Recognition of this dynamic, 
Manginelli wrote, is critical to explaining the reason that 
many innovators do not succeed in their organizations. When 
individuals believe that engaging in behavior to impel an 
implementation forward will serve their values of self­ 
esteem, pride, safety, respect and/or power, only then will 
programs be brought to fruition (Manginelli, 1998 ) .  
Cartas (1998) conducted a study with the objective of 
determining the extent of technology use in regular 
education classrooms, as well as establishing the 
relationships among factors that promote the use of 
technology. Fourteen schools employing 426 teachers were 
asked to complete the San Diego Technology Implementation 
Survey. One hundred thirty-seven teachers in thirteen 
schools, or 2 8 . 8  percent of the survey population, returned 
the completed surveys within the prescribed time frame. A 
Cronbach Alpha was conducted to test the reliability of the 
52-item scale used. 
A linear regression analysis indicated that there 
appeared to be a positive and significant relationship 
between teacher use of technology tools and general, local, 
and external factors of innovation adoption. Further 
analysis by Cartas indicated that general factors were the 
single greatest predictor of teacher use of technology 
tools. Potential adopters were more likely to implement 
innovations if they had favorable perceptions regarding the 
general factors that are related to the necessity of the 
innovation, its complexity, compatibility, and relative 
advantage. 
Ridder (1997) examined the question of whether the 
internal characteristics of schools were perceived 
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differently in those schools in which teachers taught 
applied academic courses and those schools in which teachers 
did not teach such courses. All teachers had attended 
applied academic training courses approved by the Missouri 
Department of Education. 
Ridder also investigated if there were other teacher or 
school characteristics that might influence the acceptance 
and implementation of instruction in applied academics. Four 
characteristics of individual teachers and schools that were 
statistically significant were: ( 1 )  the educational level of 
the teacher; (2) the number of years the teacher had taught; 
(3) the number of grade levels in the building; and ( 4 )  the 
percentage of recommended equipment available to the 
teachers. 
Ridder drew the following conclusions: (l )  teacher 
perceptions of the internal characteristics of their schools 
have little relationship to whether they taught an applied 
academics course after receiving training; (2} teachers with 
fewer graduate hours and who are in their early years of 
teaching are more likely to teach applied academic courses; 
(3) the more grade levels a school has and the greater the 
percentage of needed equipment that is available, the more 
likely it is that the teachers are qualified to teach 
applied academic courses. 
Wisard (1998) investigated how the beliefs, 
perceptions, decision-making, and behavior (defined as the 
teachers' sense of efficacy) of classroom instructors 
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influenced the meaning of their experiences during the 
implementation of a conflict resolution program. A secondary 
focus of Wisard's year-long study was placed on examining 
how urban classroom teachers used skills acquired in a 
conflict resolution program to facilitate the resolution of 
interpersonal conflicts among students. 
Wisard's study was conducted in two elementary schools 
and one middle school in an urban area in northeastern Ohio 
and actively involved one second grade teacher, one fifth 
grade teacher, and one seventh grade teacher. The principals 
of the three schools played only a minor role. Five methods 
of assessment were used: interviews with each teacher were 
conducted three times during the school year, three 
classroom observations were made of each teacher, one 
interview was conducted with each principal, reflective 
journal entries were written by each of the teachers, and a 
final focus group interview was conducted at the end of the 
study. 
Wisard employed qualitative research using the case 
study method to examine the data. When extrapolated to a 
larger population, analysis indicated that most teachers 
have had particular background experiences at schools which 
have shaped their perceptions about handling interpersonal 
conflicts. Furthermore, knowledge and implementation of 
innovations created change in the teacher's approach to 
classroom management. Finally, Wisard noted that certain 
conditions in the school setting will transfer to classrooms 
and serve to encourage or hinder the use of the given 
innovation, 
Nickey (1997) examined teacher satisfaction toward the 
implementation of a major structural change within a given 
school. Identifying the role of the teacher as an important 
change agent in the implementation of school-wide change, 
the relationship between teacher satisfaction toward that 
change, relative to the characteristics of the individual 
teacher, was examined in order to determine the usefulness 
of considering those teacher characteristics for planning 
pre-implementation activities. 
Nickey discussed his findings in terms of the 
importance to educational planners of identifying and 
attending to the readiness conditions at a particular 
location before implementing a major change. The efficacy of 
considering the characteristics of individual instructors 
when making decisions about the nature of readiness 
conditions prior to the provision of pre-implementation 
activities was discussed by Nickey in terms of the findings 
and the major decision-making and implementation models. 
Contraindications of applying a generic approach to planning 
and implementation were presented and served to emphasize 
the importance of recognizing the unique nature of a school 
when planning a major change. Nickey's findings indicated 
the presence of statistically significant relationships 
between a teacher's overall satisfactions with the 
experienced change and, on the other hand, the age, gender, 
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grade level taught, and participation in a previous planned 
change. 
Goldsmith (1995) examined the effectiveness of a 
science innovation called the "Science Education Reform 
Initiative in the Elementary School" (SERIES) program. The 
SERIES program was begun in 1993 and is an ongoing 
elementary science program within the Jefferson County 
School System in Birmingham, Alabama. Two key components of 
the system's SERIES program were teacher-training and a 
science curriculum based on hands-on activity-based units. 
Goldsmith's investigation included teachers who had 
participated in the training program, Science Cam, from one 
to three years. Goldsmith focused on the participating 
teachers' development of high levels of concern, their 
perceived level of expertise with the science modules, their 
utilization of the science module program, and the general 
strengths and weaknesses of the SERIES program. 
Goldsmith found that teachers did in fact develop 
higher levels of concern with continued staff development. 
Other findings disclosed that teachers who experienced 
continued staff development reported higher levels of 
expertise in using the science modules. The strengths of the 
program including having a positive impact on students, 
effective provisioning of materials, fostering peer 
training, and having a positive impact on the teachers. 
Identified weaknesses were related to materials management, 
scheduling, time constraints, and certain aspects of 
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modeling with students. 
Carney (1994) examined the process of change employed 
by a rural Kentucky elementary school, which had been 
identified as having successfully implemented the state's 
primary program. The main purpose of Carney's study was to 
analyze how the school implemented the primary program based 
on characteristics of effective change. Carney conducted 23 
formal interviews, 29 document reviews, several observations 
in primary classrooms, and attended a number of meetings 
concerned with primary program implementation. 
Carney found that all 10-change characteristics had an 
impact on the implementation process in the successful 
primary school; however, since some characteristics had more 
impact than others, the findings were categorized into three 
levels. Level One characteristics were identified as 
"collaborative leadership," which played the key role in the 
implementation of the primary program. Level Two 
characteristics, which were seen to be training, risk­ 
taking, teamwork and collaboration, communication and 
information, and evaluation and revision, had a secondary 
influence on program implementation. Level Three 
characteristics included having a firm vision for the 
program, support systems, and planning time. 
Carney noted that the school's principal contributed to 
successful primary program implementation and that the 
principal employed effective change characteristics during 
the implementation process. A final conclusion mentioned by 
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Carney was that the school was change-oriented even before 
the primary program was introduced, and continued to be so 
oriented throughout the implementation process. 
Teacher Perceptions of Change 
Weaver (1997) examined the "innovation propensity" of 
teachers in Kentucky. In 1991, the Kentucky legislature 
mandated a massive educational reform effort known as the 
Kentucky Education Reform Act (KERA). One of KERA's 
components was a non-graded program for students aged five 
through eight. Since elementary school teachers were the key 
implementers of the primary program, Weaver's study examined 
data about teacher attitudes toward certain critical 
attributes and teachers' self-reported implementation of the 
attributes. Weaver's study was patterned after a study by 
Person (1985 ) ,  who had previously studied the adaptiveness 
of teachers. 
The sample in Weaver's study included 786 teachers from 
Northern Kentucky, each of whom was given a survey. Four 
hundred seventy-one usable surveys were returned (61 percent 
return rate) and were used in Weaver's data analysis. Of 
these respondents, 10 percent were innovators and 82 percent 
were early adopters, which indicated that the majority of 
respondents were open to innovation and that they would be 
likely to implement the attributes. 
In responding to Weaver1s survey, the respondents 
indicated very positive attitudes about developmentally 
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appropriate practices, professional teamwork, authentic 
assessment, parent involvement, and continuous progress. 
When asked which attribute was easiest to implement, more 
than 61 percent chose developmentally appropriate practices. 
Thirty-nine percent responded that multi-age/multi-ability 
grouping was the most difficult attribute to implement. 
Henry (1995) examined teachers' beliefs pertaining to 
the mathematics curriculum, their teaching practices, and 
their attitudes toward learning. Henry further investigated 
the ways in which these beliefs and attitudes interacted 
with other factors in the implementation of a set of 
innovative curriculum materials. Data was collected from a 
set of six structured interviews, teachers' journals, and 
field notes from classroom. observation. Data was analyzed 
using a constructivist framework to determine how various 
teachers constructed implicit and explicit rationales and 
processes for implementing curricula in relation to their 
own personal beliefs and capabilities. 
Henry found that teachers' beliefs about the 
interaction between the innovation and their teaching of 
mathematics had strong effects on their implementation and 
on the way in which they interpreted other factors in their 
teaching environment. For instance, one teacher, "Carol," 
utilized the innovation most completely, due mainly to three 
factors: (1) a preexisting epistemology and pedagogy which 
were consistent with those underlying the innovation; (2) a 
distinct need for the innovation in her role as team leader; 
54 
and (3)  a  supportive research relationship. 
On the other hand, another teacher, "Beth," felt a need 
for the innovation in her teaching, but did not hold the 
antecedent beliefs or experience support necessary to enable 
her to implement the innovation fully. Other teachers in the 
team approached the innovation as "one more thing" to do on 
top of everything else, and did not feel a need to pursue 
it, even after initially positive experiences for the 
teachers and students. 
Those involved in school reform may draw several 
conclusions from Henry's study. Reformers might examine the 
relationship(s) between teacher expectations and the 
potentialities of a given innovation. They should also be 
aware of the dynamics between teachers and research team 
members, and take steps to ensure that assignments are 
adjusted for each situation, with support allocated 
accordingly. School personnel must re-examine the 
relationship between curriculum, testing, ability grouping, 
and innovation in order to better motivate and empower 
teachers in their curricular decisions. 
Grady (1995) examined teachers' perceptions regarding 
barriers to, and mechanisms for, successful innovation 
implementation. Grady found that teachers' perceptions play 
a significant role in the implementation of pedagogic 
innovation in early childhood education. 
Grady found that individual change at a very complex 
level is possible if a support system is in place that 
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promotes growth and allows for flexibility. This finding 
reinforces the need for administrative support in the 
innovation process, along with the notions that the 
innovation must be thoroughly understood and that teachers 
must receive feedback once they are in the process of 
implementing the innovation. 
Hope (1995) conducted a study which examined the 
initiation and implementation of computer technology in the 
educational environment of an elementary school and assessed 
its impact on teachers. 
Hope developed a conceptual framework to promote 
computer technology and to monitor and interpret the 
results. Elements of the framework included five guidelines 
of the Innovation-Focused strategy {Fullan, 1988),  
interventions of the Change Facilitator Strategy (Hall & 
Hord, 1987),  and the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (Hord et 
a l . ,  1987 ) .  The inquiry was comprised of several research 
questions, including the concerns that teachers had about 
computer technology; whether there were factors in the 
school environment that promoted the diffusion and use of 
computer technology by teachers; and what the perceived 
barriers were that impeded acceptance and use of computer 
technology by teachers. 
Hope concluded that fear of technology can be 
alleviated with an implementation strategy that empowers 
teachers and accepts and works within their point of view. 
An additional conclusion was that the complexity of an 
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innovation affects the rate at which teachers master and use 
that innovation. Finally, Hope concluded that configuring 
the innovation into its component parts facilitates its 
successful implementation and alerts the change facilitator 
to technical assistance needs. 
Lavery {1993) found that little had been written about 
teachers' experiences in implementing self-initiated 
innovations. Lavery identified factors and forces which 
influenced teachers in terms of making their practice 
consistent with their self-initiated, changed thinking about 
the nature of learning and teaching. Data analysis revealed 
both personal and workplace factors of importance. 
Lavery identified two important personal factors: First 
was a transformed perspective, i . e . ,  changed ideas about the 
nature of learning and teaching motivated teachers to 
transform their practice. Second, the role of mentors and 
collaborating colleagues was often significant in 
influencing teachers' implementation efforts. Mentors 
included traditional mentors, such as senior or more 
knowledgeable individuals to whom the teacher turned for 
guidance. 
Important workplace factors identified by Lavery 
included institutional policies and opportunities for 
implementing a changed perspective; other institutional 
policies and procedures; supervisors; colleagues; and 
students. 
Lavery also found that teachers' perceptions that their 
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implementation efforts would be welcomed and encouraged was 
an important and necessary factor in their making that 
effort. Organizations' policies and procedures helped, 
hindered, or prevented teachers' implementation efforts. 
Encouragement and support from immediate supervisors and 
work colleagues encouraged teachers to continue and increase 
their efforts. Finally, Lavery found that the responses of 
students were of importance to the teachers; when student 
responses were negative regarding the teachers' methods, 
teachers often made efforts to overcome their weaknesses. 
Kendrick (1993) examined the problems associated with 
the adoption of an educational innovation. Kendrick's 
research suggested that contextual factors play a role in 
determining the success or failure of innovation. While 
there are some factors identified that seem to influence the 
implementation of new programs, Kendrick noted that little 
information has been available indicating how these factors 
may impact the innovation. 
In general, Kendrick wrote, the particular innovation 
studied had relatively little impact on contextual factors. 
However, there were some identifiable contextual factors 
which were impacted by the innovation. These included 
factors related to teachers, students, programs, and school 
organizations, and they were impacted by the innovation in 
two relatively different ways. 
The innovation had a positive effect on attitudes 
tow�rd staff development. Administrators recognized the 
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importance of materials management in the implementation of 
new programs. Secondly, student attitudes weighed heavily in 
the instructional decision-making of teachers; student 
interest and enjoyment of the program often became a 
criterion for decision-making in the larger context of the 
classroom. Kendrick's study indicated the potential for an 
innovation to promote interaction and positive collegial 
relationships among teachers. 
Bradley (1992) attempted to gain a better understanding 
of program implementation at the local school level. She 
also tried to gain further insight into teachers' 
receptivity to change. The main focus of her study were the 
events and factors that teachers attributed to changes in 
their behavior during the implementation. The participants 
in Bradley's study were 15 female elementary school teachers 
in Massachusetts, each having between eight and 20 years of 
teaching experience. 
Bradley's research design employed descriptive 
statistics, qualitative interviews, and an in-service design 
factors questionnaire. Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) 
instruments found that 94 percent (14) of the subjects were 
identified at Level IVA�Routine Use of an Innovation, or 
beyond. This finding concurs with the teacher change 
literature, which has found that teachers require from 12 to 
18 months of using an innovation before they become routine 
users of that innovation. 
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CHAPTER I I I : 
METHODOLOGY 
Context of the Present Study 
Research examining the impact of teacher acceptance of 
the Success for All (SFA) program implementation has mainly 
focused on individual school acceptance. Research examining 
the impact of teacher acceptance of the Success for all 
program implementation has mainly focused on individual 
school acceptance. The examination of SFA implementation 
process conducted by A Nation Study {1996) revealed the 
following important factor which has impacted the acceptance 
of the Success for All Program where it has been implemented 
The examination of the SFA implementation process conducted 
by A Nation Study (1996) a following very important factor, 
which has impacted the acceptance of the Success for All 
program where it has been implemented. 
"A Nation Study" 
A Nation Study (1996) identified the trend of 
educational innovation over the long run as being 
inadequate. Most innovations adopted on a large scale were 
never adequately evaluated to begin with (Slavin, 1 9 9 4 ) ,  and 
even among the small number that have been successfully 
evaluated few innovations have been able to maintain 
themselves in schools over an extended time period. Others 
that may have achieved some degree of success in a given 
school could not be replicated in another school. 
This finding echoes the experiences of this researcher. 
This researcher can, from his own experience, identify 
numerous programs that have failed due to inadequate 
implementation measures. This researcher has noted that, 
most often, innovations that have been enthusiastically 
embraced and even found to be effective in a school setting 
have later been dropped, sometimes to be replaced by less 
effective innovations, and sometimes being replaced by the 
previously existing status quo. This finding is certainly 
true when one examines the innovation dynamics in an urban 
school district. 
It is obvious that the boom-to-bust cycles traversed by 
educational innovations are all too similar. If one were to 
examine any field of endeavor ruled by fashion and faddism 
(such as art, music, design, or haute couture), rather than 
by empirical evidence (such as is true in the fields of 
physics, medicine, and engineering), it becomes apparent 
that novelty is prized; however, it also becomes evident 
that no trend or fad lasts for many years. 
Moreover, it is very clear that innovations to be 
implemented are often brought in or championed by one or a 
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small number of staff members, and it is equally clear that 
the new program may quickly disappear when the staff 
member(s) departs. Further, if an innovation is to be 
implemented, extraordinary efforts on the part of staff and 
administrators is required, and over time these individuals 
may simply burn out. Changes in the superintendent, school 
boards, and other key district-level staff, as well as 
changes in district, state, or national policies may also 
imperil or doom implementation of a particular idea or an 
innovation. 
With this in mind, the purpose of the present study was 
to examine the impact of teacher acceptance on the 
implementation of the Success for All program in one urban 
school in New Jersey. In particular, the present study 
called on teachers to respond to a comprehensive series of 
questions pertaining to the operation of the SFA Program at 
their urban school. The study took into account such factors 
as staff years of experience, prior and current involvement 
in an innovative program, gender, grade level and school 
climate. 
Subjects 
Staff members in levels Kindergarten through Six at the 
urban school who had participated in the SFA awareness 
sessions/training program comprised the subject population. 
Staff teaching experience ranged from several first-year 
teachers to those having in excess of thirty years of 
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experience in the particular urban school or in the larger 
urban school district in which the school is situated. 
Staff members• participation was strictly voluntary. 
Careful consideration was given to preserving the anonymity 
of the participants, as well as to assuring the participants 
that their decision to participate or not participate in the 
questionnaire was purely optional. {Staff members were given 
a cover letter from the researcher specifying an assurance 
of anonymity and also stating that if they wished to refrain 
from participation their choice would be respected). 
Instrument 
In order to examine the impact of teacher acceptance on 
the implementation of the Success for All program in the 
urban school, this researcher developed a "Teacher-Focused 
Activities Questionnaire" (See Appendix C ) .  This 
questionnaire is a modified version of the "Survey of 
Perceptions of Teaching Personnel With Regard to the Levels 
of Implementation in Site-Based Managed Schools,11 originally 
developed by Kenneth Haycock and modified by Dr. Judith 
Moran (See Appendix A & DJ ( 1991 ) .  The questionnaire was 
made available in the Spanish language for those staff 
members of the school's Bilingual Department who preferred 
reading the questions in their native language. (However, 
all school personnel were able to read and comprehend the 
English version of the survey). 
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The questionnaire asked the participants to respond to 
a number of statements pertaining to the school's efforts 
with regard to implementing the Success for All program. In 
general, the questionnaire instructed the participants to 
indicate their level of agreement with a series of 
statements along a five-point Likert-scale continuum, with 
possible responses ranging from "Strongly Agree" (5) to 
"Strongly Disagree" ( 1 ) ,  with a mid-point (3) representing 
"Uncertain. " 
Procedures 
Prior to the distribution of the "formal" 
questionnaire, an initial pre-questionnaire had been 
distributed to a pilot group of five staff members in early 
November 2000, at the urban school; these staff members were 
selected to review the pre-questionnaire based on their 
experiences as master teachers in the fields of Language 
Arts/Reading. The purpose of administering the pre­ 
questionnaire was to enable the researcher to gain feedback 
evaluating the questionnaire's clarity of thought, grammar, 
and spelling, as well as to review the questionnaire with 
respect to its content relative to questions and information 
in accordance with the implementation and acceptance of the 
Success for All program. Members of the pre-questionnaire 
"proofing" group were asked to recommend changes where 
applicable. 
This pre-questionnaire was designed solely for 
proofing, and the proofing group members were instructed not 
to respond to any of the survey's questions. Based on the 
feedback of the proofing group, the instrument was carefully 
reviewed and, where necessary, revised preparatory to a 
final distribution of the formal questionnaire to the larger 
group of subjects (N=84) .  
The finalized questionnaire was then distributed to all 
staff in grades Kindergarten through Six who had 
participated in the SFA awareness sessions/training program. 
Each questionnaire was accompanied by a cover letter which 
explained the nature of the study, and which guaranteed 
anonymity to those choosing to participate. These were 
distributed to the participants and those who chose to 
participate were asked to return the questionnaires within 
twenty-five school days to a box under lock and key (See 
Appendices B a n d  C ) .  The researcher expected to meet the 
central theorem of a 25% response rate; however, as it 
turned out, the actual response rate was a complete 84-90%, 
as all 84 staff members returned the completed 
questionnaire. 
Data Analysis 
The data analysis begins with a presentation of the 
basic descriptive statistics pertaining to demographic 
variables, which describe the subjects who participated in 
this study. Frequency distributions are presented as to the 
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subjects' years of experience as a teacher, whether the 
subjects have been previously involved in an innovative 
educational program implementation in the past, whether they 
are still involved in an innovative program, their gender, 
and the grade level at which they are currently teaching. 
The mean years of experience as a teacher are also 
presented. 
Analysis of the Teacher Focused Activities Questionnaire 
Section A of the Teacher Focused Activities 
Questionnaire (TFAQ) consists of 20 questions. This section 
consists of 4 scales, as follows: 
•1 .  Responsibilities: Questions 1, 9, and 15; 
•2 .  Feedback: Questions 4, 5, 6, 7, 13, and 16; 
• 3 .  Resources: Questions 3, 8, 11, 12, 14, 17, 18,  and 
19; 
• 4 .  Feelings/Beliefs: Questions 2, 10, and 20. 
Section A of the TFAQ measures the subjects' level of 
agreement or disagreement with questions pertaining to their 
responsibilities, feedback, resources, and feelings/beliefs. 
Question 20 from the Feelings/Beliefs scale was used to as 
an independent variable and analysis of the hypothesis. 
Question 20 measured the subjects' level of support for the 
court mandate to implement the Success For All program. 
Subjects who stron gly agreed/agreed, supported the court 
mandate. Subjects who strongly disagreed/disagreed did not 
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support the court mandate. Frequency distributions as well 
as means and standard deviations are presented for each 
question, and means and standard deviations are presented 
for each scale. The scale scores are created by summing the 
responses to the questions for each scale, then dividing by 
the number of questions in the scale. A narrative 
description of the results of these analyses is presented. 
Section B of the TFAQ consists of 62 questions, which ask 
for the subjects' opinions pertaining to several aspects of 
the school climate. This section consists of eight scales, 
as follows: 
• l .  Principal involvement: Questions 25, 26, 27, 31, 
32, 39, 54, 55, 56, and 58; 
•2.  Parent Involvement: Questions 2, 4, 9, 11, 16, and 
17;  
•3 .  School Communication/Cooperation: Questions 8, 20, 
22, 28, 29, 36, 4 4 ,  and 45; 
• 4 .  Concern for Students: Questions 5, 10, 14, 33, and 
37; 
•5 .  Physical/Emotional Environment: Questions 6, 7, 12, 
13, 35, 38, 41, 43, 48,  49, 50, 51, 52, and 62; 
•6.  Teacher Commitment/Motivation: Questions 1, 3, 15, 
24, 30, and 34; 
• 1 .  Resources for Learning: Questions 46, 41, 53,57,  and 
59; 
• 8 .  Teacher Support: Questions 18, 19, 21, 23, 40, 42, 
60, and 61. 
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Scores for each subset scale were created, and 
frequency distributions as well as means and standard 
deviations are presented for each scale and each question in 
the scale. A narrative description is provided for all 
noteworthy findings, highlighting questions and scales where 
the means indicate a significantly high or low level of 
agreement. 
Finally, comparisons are conducted with analysis of 
variance (ANOVA) to determine whether the means on the 
opinion scales differ by subjects' years of experience as a 
teacher, by their gender, and by the grade levels they 
teach. Moreover, ANOVA was used to compare teachers who 
supported the court mandate to implement the Success for All 
Models with those who did not support this mandate, as shown 
by the opinion scales. 
Hypotheses and Analysis 
Three hypotheses are advanced: 
Hl: Significant differences in perceptions of school 
climate will be found between those teachers who did and did 
not support the court mandate to implement the Success for 
All program. 
This hypothesis is examined through the creation of 
Acceptance Groups based on subject responses to Question 20 
in Section A of the TFAQ, Those subjects who score 4 and 5 
will represent the "Agree group," those who score 3 
represent the "Uncertain group," and those who score l and 2 
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are the "Disagree group." Analysis of variance is conducted 
to compare these three groups on the eight scales that 
constitute Section B of the TFAQ. 
H2: Significant differences with perceptions of 
responsibilities, feedback, resources, and feelings/beliefs 
will be found between those teachers who did and did not 
support the court mandate to implement the Success for All 
program. 
Using the Acceptance Groups (agree, uncertain, 
disagree) indicated in the above discussion of Hypothesis 1, 
analysis of variance will be employed to compare the groups 
with respect to the mean scores for responsibilities, 
feedback, resources, and feelings/beliefs which constitute 
Section A of the TFAQ. 
H3: No significant differences in teacher perceptions 
of school climate will be found when teachers are compared 
by their years of experience, gender, and grade level 
taught. 
At-test is used to compare the male and female 
subjects along the eight scales that constitute Section B of 
the questionnaire. Analysis of variance is used to compare 
teachers grouped by years of experience and grade level 





The purpose of this chapter is to present the results 
of the data obtained through the administration of the 
Teacher Focused Activities Questionnaire (TFAQ). This 
chapter begins with a presentation of basic descriptive 
statistics pertaining to demographic variables and the 
questionnaire responses. This is followed by the results of 
the hypotheses testing. 
Demographic Data 
Eighty-four subjects participated in the current study. 
A frequency distribution of the subjects' gender is 
presented in Table 1, below. Sixty-two subjects ( 73 .8% )  
provided information pertinent to their gender. Of these 
respondents, 80.6% were females and 19 . 4%  were males. 




FREQoafcy DIST!\IBOTION FOR GENDER 
Gendar N Percent 
l!'omale 50 80.6  
Nale 12 19.4 
�otal 62 100.0 
Note: 22 subjects (26 .21)  did not 
respond to this question. 
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Table 2 below presents a frequency distribution 
pertaining to grade level taught. Sixty-two subjects 
responded to this question. The respondents included three 
kindergarten teachers (4 .8%  of the total participants), four 
first-grade teachers ( 6 . 5 % ) ,  and four third-grade teachers 
( 6 . 5 % ) .  Other grades were represented by larger numbers of 
teachers, including second grade (having eight subjects or 
1 2 . 9 % ) ,  fourth-grade (having ten subjects or 1 6 . 1 % ) ,  and 
teachers who taught more than one grade (33 subjects or 
53.2% of the total). 
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TABLE 2: 
FllEOUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR GRADE 
Note. 22 SubJects (26 .2%)  did not 
respond to this question. 
Gracia n Percent 
kindergarten 3 4 . 8  
l  4  6 .5  
2  8  12 .9  
3  4  6 . 5  
4  10 16 . 1  
Other 33 53.2 
Total 62 100 .0  
.  
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Table 3 below presents a frequency distribution 
pertaining to the subjects' years of teaching experience. 
Sixty subjects responded to this question. Teaching 
experience ranged from one year (seven subjects, or 1 1 . 7 %  of 
the total) to 38 years (two subjects, or 3 . 3 % ) .  Almost one­ 
third of the subjects responding to this question had three 
or fewer years of experience (19 subjects, or 3 1 . 7 % ) ,  5 1 . 7 %  
of the subjects had ten or fewer years of experience, and 
21.  7% of the subjects had 20 or more years of teaching 
experience. The mean number of years of experience was 12.01 
years with a standard deviation of 9 .74  years. 
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TABt& 3: 
FIU:QD'EIICT OISTRIBtrrIOM FOR YEAJ!.S OF EXPERIENCE AS A TEACHER. 
J ( ) 
respond to this question. 
Year• n Percent �ulativ• 
Baperienoe Percent 
1 7 11. 7 11 .  7  
2 10 16 .7  28 .3  
3  2  3 . 3  31. 7 
5 4 6.7 3 8 . 3  
6  2  3 . 3  41 .  7  
7 2  3 . 3  45 .0  
10 4 6.7 51. 7 
11 2 3. 3 ss.o 
14 2 3 .3  58. 3 
16 1 1 .  7  60 .0  
17 2 3 . 3  63 .3  
18 2 3.3 66.7 
19 2 3 . 3  70 .0  
20 s 8 . 3  7 8 . 3  
21 3 S. 0 8 3 . 3  
22 3 5 .0  8 3 . 3  
23 1 1 .  7  90 .0  
25 4 6. 7 96.7 
38 2 3 . 3  100.0 
Total 60 100.0 
Note: 24 sub'ects 20. t,\ did not 
75 
Table 4 below presents a frequency distribution of prior 
involvement in innovative educational programs. Sixty-eight 
subjects responded to this question. Hore than 40% of the 
respondents (29, or 42. 6%) reported prior involvement in 
innovative educational programs. 
TABLE 4:  
E'UQtJENCY OISTIUBUTICII' FOR Pluo,, !NVOLVEKENT IM INNOVATIVE EDUCATION 
PROGIWIS 
Innovative D Percent 
ProgrUlB in 
Paat 
Yas 29 42 .6  
No 39 5 7 . 4  
�ota1 68 100.0 
Note: 16 subjects (19.0t) did not 
respond to this Question. 
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Table 5 below presents a frequency distribution 
pertaining to current involvement in innovative educational 
programs. Fifty-seven subjects responded to this question. 
One-third of the respondents {19 subjects, or 33 .3% )  




FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION FOR CURRENT INVOLVEMENT IN AN 
INNOVATIVE EDUCATION PROGRAM 
Note: 27 subJects (32.lt) did not 







Yea 19 3 3 . 3  
Ho 38 66. 7 
Total 57 100.0 
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Table 6 below presents the response frequencies to each 
question listed on the Teacher Focused Activities 
Questionnaire-Section A. The scales in this section 
consisted of questions that measured teacher perceptions of 
issues related to their responsibilities, the feedback they 
received, resources, and their personal feelings and 
beliefs. Further, Question 20 of TFAQ-Section A evaluated 
the subjects' level of agreement or disagreement with the 
court mandate. The scale mean (in bold) and the mean for 
each individual question is also provided in Table 6. An 
interesting observation pertaining to this data is that 
although the full range of ratings was used for each 
question (that is, strongly agree to strongly disagree), the 
mean for every scale and the mean for almost every question 
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The responses to Section B of the Teacher Focused 
Activities Questionnaire pertain to the teachers' 
perceptions of issues related to the school climate. These 
responses are presented in Table 7 below. Section B of the 
TFAQ included scales that measure the teachers' perceptions 
on issues such as principal involvement, parent involvement, 
school communication and cooperation, concern for students, 
the physical and emotional environment, resources for 
learning, and teaching support. As with Section A of the 
TFAQ, teacher responses to the questions in Section B were, 
on average, positive. The mean for every scale indicated 
positive perceptions, and the mean for most questions (31 
out of 42 questions) presented positive perceptions. 
TAILE 7:  
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The means and standard deviations on the Teacher 
Focused Activities Questionnaire scales are presented in 
Table 8 below. These means and standard deviations are 
subcategorized by the subject's responses to question 20 on 
section A regarding their level of agreement or disagreement 
with the court mandate. 
TABLE 8: 
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SD Moan SD 
Seat.ion. A 
Responsibilities 
2 . 8 6  
1.26 
3 .51  
.57 
4 .  04 
. 46 
Feedback 2.8' .84 3.,e • 62 3.97 .58 
Resources 2.80 .70 3.37 • 54 3.86 .55 
Feelirl"s�Beliefs 2.60 1. 71 4.35 
. " 
,.,o • 56 
Section 8 
Principal 3.08 • 55 3.63 .57 3.92 . 53 
Involvement 
Parent 3.00 .54 2.99 
. " 3.60 . 61 Involvement 
School 2. 93 • 99 3.63 • 48 4.06  •  55 
Communication/ 
Coordination 
Concern for 3.60 .88 3. 91 .54 .f..15 . 64 
Students 
Physical7Emotion 2.90 .21 2.99 .31 3.38 . 4 9  
Environment 
TCM 2.9' ,  75 3.67 .28 3.93 . 58 
Resources for 1.50 , 57 3.27 .93 3.56 . 90 
Learnin� 
Teacher Su ort 3.12 . 81 3.48 ,94 4.10 •  61 
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Analysis of Hypotheses 
Hypothesis 1: No significant differences in perceptions 
of responsibilities, feedback, resources, and 
feelings/beliefs will be found between those teachers who 
did and did not support the court mandate to implement the 
Success for All program. 
Hypothesis 2: No significant differences in perceptions 
of school climate will be found between those teachers who 
did and did not support the court mandate to implement the 
Success for All program. 
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze these 
hypotheses. Prior to conducting these analyses, the data 
were reviewed for conformance to ANOVA assumptions, 
including normality and homogeneity of variance. Frequency 
distributions were reviewed to determine normality, which 
was satisfactory for all scales. Homogeneity of variance was 
evaluated with the Levine statistic. As a result, two 
different types of post hoc comparisons were used to 
pinpoint actual group differences. For scales in which the 
homogeneity of variance assumption was satisfactory, Scheffe 
comparisons were used. The Tamhane T2 comparisons were used 
for significant ANOVAs in which homogeneity was violated 
(SPSS, 1999) ,  as this comparison does not require equal 
variances to conduct a valid test. 
TABLE 9: 
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AMAl.?$18 OJ' VlllAMCJ: Rl".SOI.'rs l'Oa Tu.ctlEII. FocOSZD ACTIVITIIS O!JuTIOMNAIRE SCALES-SECTIOl'I A 
Soal.o 
lourae of! - Of  df  -- •  Signi.t'icanoe Variation • 
Between l3.f6 2 6.73 16. 84 .001 
Groups 
Respona:l.hil- Within 32.38 81 
. " ity Groups 
Total 45.85 83 
Between 11.83 2 5.91 15.02 .001 
Group:!! 
hedbaak 
Ni thin 31.91 81 .39 
Groups 
Total 43. 75 83 
Between 11.24 2 5.62 11.23 .001 
Groups 
Within 26, 42 81 . 32 
b•ourc11• Groups 
Total 37, 67 83 
Between 28.33 2 14 .16 22.07 .001 
Groups 
r..ling• Within 51.98 81 • 64 
and Group:!! 
Beliefs 
Total 80.32 83 
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The analysis of variance results for the Teacher 
Focused Activities Questionnaire (TFAQ)-Section A is 
presented in Table 9, above. The following significant 
differences were found between the strongly agree/agree, 
uncertain, and strongly disagree/disagree groups: 
Responsibility. The ANOVA results indicate that 
significant mean differences were indeed found 
[ F ( 2 , 8 1 J � 1 6 . 8 4 ,  p=.001] between the groups based on their 
level of agreement or disagreement with the court mandate 
{strongly disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly 
agree/agree). Tarnhane T2 post hoc comparisons were conducted 
to identify specific group differences. The post hoc 
comparisons indicate that the responsibility scale mean of 
4 . 0 4  for the strongly agree/agree group was significantly 
higher than the means of 3 .51  for the uncertain group and 
2 .86  for the strongly disagree/agree group. These results 
indicate that subjects who agreed with the court mandate had 
a more favorable view of their responsibilities than 
subjects who were uncertain or did not agree with the court 
mandate. No significant mean differences were found between 
the uncertain and disagree groups on this scale. 
Feedback. The ANOVA results indicate that significant 
mean differences were found [F (2 ,81 )=22.07,  p=.001] between 
the groups based on their level of agreement or disagreement 
with the court mandate (strongly disagree/disagree, 
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uncertain, strongly agree/agree). Tamhane pos hoc 
comparisons were conducted to identify specific group 
differences. The post hoc comparisons indicate that the 
feedback scale mean of 2.60 for the strongly 
disagree/disagree group was significantly lower than the 
means of 4 .35  for the uncertain group and 4 . 4 0  for the 
strongly agree/agree group. These results indicate that 
subjects who agreed with the court mandate or were 
uncertain, had a more favorable view of their feedback than 
did the subjects who uncertain or who disagreed with the 
court mandate. Further, subjects who were uncertain about 
the court mandate had a more favorable view of their 
feedback than did subjects who disagreed with the court 
mandate. 
Resources. The ANOVA results indicate that significant 
mean differences were found [ F ( 2 , 8 1 ) = 1 7 . 2 3 ,  p=.001) between 
the groups based on their level of agreement or disagreement 
with the court mandate (strongly disagree/disagree, 
uncertain, strongly agree/agree). Scheffe post hoc 
comparisons were conducted to identify specific group 
differences. The post hoc comparisons indicate that the 
resources scale mean of 3 .86 for the strongly agree/agree 
group was significantly higher than the means of 3 .37  for 
the uncertain group. Furthermore, the mean of 3 .37  for the 
uncertain group was significantly higher than the mean of 
2 .80  for the strongly disagree/disagree group. These 
findings suggest that subjects who agreed with the court 
91 
mandate had a more favorable view of their resources than 
did those subjects who were uncertain about or disagreed 
with the court mandate. As well, subjects who were uncertain 
about the mandate had a more favorable view of their 
resources than subjects who disagreed with the court 
mandate. 
Feelings/Beliefs. The ANOVA results indicate that 
significant mean differences were found [F ( 2 ,81 )-16 .84 ,  
p=.001] between the groups based on their level of agreement 
or disagreement with the court mandate (strongly 
disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly agree/agree). Scheffe 
post hoc comparisons were conducted to identify specific 
group differences. The post hoc comparisons suggest that the 
Feelings/Beliefs scale mean of 4 . 4 0  for the strongly 
agree/agree group was significantly higher than the means of 
3 .67  for the uncertain group and 2 .20  for the strongly 
disagree/disagree group. Likewise, the mean of 3 .67  for the 
uncertain group was significantly higher than the mean of 
2 .20  for the strongly disagree/disagree group. These results 
indicate that subjects who agreed with the court mandate had 
a more favorable view of their feelings/beliefs than did 
subjects who were uncertain or disagreed with the mandate. 
And the subjects who were uncertain about the court mandate 
had a more favorable view of their feelings/beliefs than 
subjects who disagreed with the mandate. 
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«-l.-t Groups 
NotiTatioo 
Within 24.52 81 .,o 
Groups 
Total 33.01 
" .......... Between • 98 2 17.99 23.22 .001 
tor Group., 
-- Within 62. "16 81 . 71 Groups 
Total 98.75 
" --. Between 11. 4.9 2 5. 74 10.82 .001 
Support Groups 
Within 43.03 81 .53 
Groups 
Total 54. 52 
" 
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The analysis of variance results for the TFAQ--Section 
B i s  presented in Table 10, above. The following significant 
differences were found between the strongly 
disagree/disagree, uncertain, and strongly agree/agree 
groups: 
Principal Involvement. The ANOVA results indicate that 
significant mean differences were found [F (2 ,81 )=10 .  73, 
p.=001) between the groups based on their level of agreement 
or disagreement with the court mandate (strongly 
disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly agree/agree). Scheffe 
post hoc comparisons were made to identify specific group 
differences. The post hoc comparisons indicate that the 
Principal Involvement scale mean of 3 .92  for the strongly 
agree/agree group was significantly higher than the mean of 
3 .08  for the strongly disagree/disagree group. As well, the 
mean of 3 .63 for the uncertain group was significantly 
higher than the mean of 3 .08  for the strongly 
disagree/disagree group. These results indicate that the 
subjects who agreed with the court mandate had a more 
favorable view of Principal Involvement than subjects who 
disagreed with the mandate. Subjects who were uncertain 
about the court mandate had a more favorable view of their 
Principal Involvement than subjects who disagreed with the 
court mandate. 
Parent Involvement. The ANOVA results indicate that 
significant mean differences were found ( F ( 2 , 8 1 ) = 8 . 8 6 ,  
p=.001] between the groups based on their level of agreement 
or disagreement with the court mandate (strongly 
disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly agree/agree). Scheffe 
post hoc comparisons were conducted to identify specific 
group differences. The post hoc comparisons indicate that 
the parent involvement mean of 3 .60  for the strongly 
agree/agree group was significantly higher than the means of 
2 . 9 9  for the uncertain group and 3 .00  for the strongly 
disagree/disagree group. These results suggest that the 
subjects who agreed with the court mandate held a more 
favorable view of their Feelings/Beliefs than did those 
subjects who were uncertain or who disagreed with the 
mandate. 
School Communication/Cooperation. The ANOVA results 
indicate that significant mean differences were found 
[F (2 , 81 )=16 .03 ,  p=.001] between the groups based on their 
level of agreement or disagreement with the court mandate 
(strongly disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly 
agree/agree). Scheffe post hoc comparisons were conducted to 
identify specific group differences. These post hoc 
comparisons indicated that the school communication and 
cooperation scale mean of 4 . 0 6  for the strongly agree/agree 
group was significantly higher than the means of 3 .63 for 
the uncertain group and 2 .93  for the strongly disagree/agree 
group. In addition, the mean of 3.63 for the uncertain group 
was significantly higher than the mean of 2 .93  for the 
strongly disagree/disagree group. These results indicate 
that subjects who agreed with the court mandate had a more 
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favorable view of school communication and cooperation than 
subjects who were uncertain or disagreed with the mandate. 
And those subjects who were uncertain about the court 
mandate had a more favorable view of school communication 
and cooperation than did the subjects who disagreed with the 
mandate. 
Concern for Students. The ANOVA results indicate that 
significant mean differences were found [F (2 ,81 )=3 .50,  
p=.003] between the groups based on their level of agreement 
or disagreement with the court mandate (strongly 
disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly agree/agree). Scheffe 
post hoc comparisons were conducted to identify specific 
group differences. The post hoc comparisons indicate that 
the concern for students scale mean of 4 . 1 5  for the strongly 
agree/agree group was significantly higher than the mean of 
3 .60  for the strongly disagree/disagree group. These results 
indicate that subjects who agreed with the court mandate had 
a more favorable view of concern for students those subjects 
who disagreed with the mandate. 
Physical/Emotional Environment. The ANOVA results 
indicate that significant mean differences were found 
[F(2 ,81 )-6.58 ,  p=.001] between the groups based on their 
level of agreement or disagreement with the court mandate 
(strongly disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly 
agree/agree). Tamhane T2 post hoc comparisons were conducted 
to identify specific group differences. The post hoc 
comparisons indicate that the physical and emotional 
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environment scale mean of 3 .38  for the strongly agree/agree 
group was significantly higher than the means of 2.98  for 
the uncertain group and 2 .90  for the strongly 
disagree/disagree group. These results indicate that 
subjects who agreed with the court mandate had a more 
favorable view of the physical and emotional environment 
than subjects who were uncertain or who disagreed with the 
mandate. 
Teacher Comm.itment/Motivation(TCMJ. The ANOVA results 
indicate that significant mean differences were found 
[F (2 ,81 )El4 .02 ,  p=.001]  between the groups based on their 
level of agreement or disagreement with the court mandate 
{strongly disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly 
agree/agree). Tamhane T2 post hoc comparisons were conducted 
to identify specific group differences. The post hoc 
comparisons indicate that the TCM scale mean of 3 . 9 3  for the 
strongly agree/agree group was significantly higher than the 
means of 3 .67  for the uncertain group and 2 . 9 4  for the 
strongly disagree/disagree group. The mean of 3 . 6 7  for the 
uncertain group was significantly higher than the mean of 
2 .94  for the strongly disagree/disagree group. These results 
indicate that subjects who agreed with the court mandate had 
a more favorable view of TCM than subjects who were 
uncertain or who disagreed with the mandate. And subjects 
who were uncertain about the court mandate, in turn, had a 
more favorable view of TCM than subjects who disagreed with 
the mandate. 
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Resources for Learning. The ANOVA results indicate that 
significant mean differences were found I F ( 2 , 8 1 ) = 2 3 . 2 2 ,  
p=.001] between the groups based on their level of agreement 
or disagreement with the court mandate (strongly 
disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly agree/agree). Scheffe 
post hoc comparisons were conducted to identify specific 
group differences. The post hoc comparisons indicate that 
the feelings/beliefs scale mean of 3 .56  for the strongly 
agree/agree group was significantly higher than the mean of 
1.50 for the strongly disagree/disagree group. The mean of 
3 .27  for the uncertain group was significantly higher than 
the mean of 1 .50  for the strongly disagree/disagree group. 
These results indicate that subjects who agreed with the 
court mandate had a more favorable view of resources for 
learning than subjects who disagreed with the mandate. And 
subjects who were uncertain about the court mandate had a 
more favorable view of resources for learning than subjects 
who disagreed with the mandate. 
Teacher Support. The ANOVA results indicate that 
significant mean differences were found [F (2 ,81 )El0 .82 ,  
p=.001) between the groups based on their level of agreement 
or disagreement with the court mandate (strongly 
disagree/disagree, uncertain, strongly agree/agree). Tamhane 
T2 post hoc comparisons were conducted to identify specific 
group differences. The post hoc comparisons indicate that 
the feelings/beliefs scale mean of 4 .10  for the strongly 
agree/agree group was significantly higher than the means of 
3 . 4 8  for the uncertain group and 3 .12  for the strongly 
disagree/disagree group. These results indicate that 
subjects who agreed with the court mandate had a more 
favorable view of teacher support than subjects who 
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Table 11 above, presents a summary of all significant results. 
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Hypothesis 3: No significant differences about 
perceptions of school climate will be found when teachers 
are compared by gender, experience, and grade level taught. 
T-tests were used to compare the subjects grouped by 
gender on the means scores for each Teacher Focused Activity 
Questionnaire scale. The results of these analyses, 
presented in Table 12 below, indicate that no significant 
differences were found between the male and female scale 
score means. These findings indicate that the male and 
female subjects did not significantly differ in their views 
of responsibilities, feedback, resources, and feelings/ 
beliefs, as well as in their perceptions of school climate 
(Section B of the TFAQ). 
TABLE 12: 
IOI 
T TESTS - Tl:ACHD FOCtlSED AcTIVITI£S l"\OESTIONNAIU: SY GENDER 
S.Otion A • Dt Si 'ficana. 
.. ibi.liti- 1. 62 60 . 1 0  
Feedback 1.02 60 . 3 0  
... _ 
1.42 60 . 1 6  
....,, 
a/Beli.41fa . 8 6  60 . 3 9  
Section B 
P:rineipal 1.22 60 . 2 2  
Involvement 
Psrent . 51 60 . 60 
:tnTOl....nt 
School Comt./Coor 1.03 13.20 . 3 1  
Concimrn �or . 4 5  12.84 .  6< 
. .,,...,, .. 
Phya/botional , 01 12.18 . 9 9  
Environam\t 
TO< . 5 1  60 . 60 
RFL 1.  26 60 . 2 0  
�eacher s rt ••• 13.10 .e i 
The means and standard deviations for each scale by gender 
are presented in Table 13 below. 
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TABJ..£ 13: 
MEAl'IS 1Jl'O STANDARD DEVIATIONS BY GENDER 
....,_. 
Mal• 
Saal• ...... SD ...... SD 
S.Ction A 
ibiliti•• 3.85 .57 4 . 1 6  •  68 
r..dbaclt 3. 11 .75 3.97 •  84 
... .....,.. 3.58 .70 3.89  .  64 
.... u .,a.u�. 4.05 .  72 4.25 . 7 2  
Section B 
Principa1 3.76 •  55 3.98 •  60 
Xn.volveaent 
...... t 3.38 • 66 3.50 .  94 
Involvement 
sec 3.85 .  52 4 .11 •  83 
Conom:n 4 .. 1 1  ,51 4.23 •  88 
PD 3.24 • 53 3.25 1 . 1 4  
""' 
3.81 . 4 9  3.90 .73 
Rl'L 3.16 1.03 3.58 1.  06 
Teacher Su rt 3.80 •  72 4 . 1 0  1 . 1 6  
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Table 14 and Table 15 below, present the analysis of 
variance results for the subjects grouped by experience. The 
means and standard deviations by experience are presented in 
Table 17 below. The groups include teachers with one to 10 
years of experience, 11 to 20 years of experience, and 21 to 
38 years of experience. For Section A of the TFAQ, the 
results indicate that significant mean differences were 
found for responsibility and resources. For Section B of the 
TFAQ, significant differences were found for school 
communication and cooperation. The significant results are 
as follows: 
Responsibility. The ANOVA results indicate that 
significant mean differences were found [ F ( 2 , 5 7 ) = 3 . 2 5 ,  
p=.04] between the groups based on their amount of 
experience as a teacher (one to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, 
and 21 to 38 years). Tamhane T2 post hoc comparisons were 
conducted to identify specific group differences. The post 
hoc comparisons indicate that the responsibility scale mean 
of 4 .16  for the 11-to-20-year group was significantly higher 
than the mean of 3 .63  for the one-to-10-year group. These 
results indicate that subjects with more experience had a 
more favorable perception of responsibility, school 
communication and cooperation than did subjects with less 
experience. 
Resources. The ANOVA results indicate that significant 
mean differences were found [F ( 2 ,57)=3 .03,  p=.05 ]  between 
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the groups based on their amount of experience as a teacher 
{one to 10 years, 11 to 20 years, and 21 to 38 years}.  
Tamhane T2 post hoc comparisons were conducted to identify 
specific group differences. The post hoc comparisons 
indicate that the resources scale means of 4 . 0 3  for the 11- 
to-20-year group was significantly higher than the mean of 
3 .56  for the one-to-10-year group. These results indicate 
that subjects with more experience had a more favorable 
perception of resources than did subjects with less 
experience. 
School Communication and Cooperation. The ANOVA results 
indicate that significant mean differences were found 
[F ( 2 ,57 )=3 .55 ,  p=.03] between the groups based on their 
amount of experience as a teacher (one to 10 years, 11 to 20 
years, and 21 to 38 years). Scheffe post hoc comparisons 
were conducted to identify specific group differences. The 
post hoc comparisons indicate that the school communication 
and cooperation scale means of 4 .22  for the ll-to-20-year 
group was significantly higher than the mean of 3 .65  for the 
one-to-10-year group. These results indicate that subjects 
with more experience had a more favorable perception of 
school communication and cooperation than did subjects with 
less experience. 
While few significant mean differences were found by 
experience, in each case the ll-to-20-year group had more 
favorable perceptions than did the one-to-10-year group. No 
significant differences were found between these two groups 
and the 21-to-38-year group. A summary of significant 




TEACUI\ FOCUSED ACTIVITIES "--TIONRAIR£ SECTION A BY ExPE!U£NC£ 




Re•pon•ihility Between 3.33 2 l. 66 3.25 
.  °' Groups 
Within 29.19 51 .51 
Groups 
Total 32.52 59 
·-ck 
Between 3.57 2 1. 78 2. 92 . 06 
Groups 
Within 34. 73 51 . 60 
Groups 
Total 38.30 59 
b•ou.rc.• Between 2. 54 2 1.27 3.03 .05 
Groups 
Within 23. 93 57 . ., 
Groups 
Total 26. 48 59 
FNlinga and Between 2, 79 2 l. 39 l .  90 .15 
hli•f• Groups 
Within 41. 94 57 . 73 
Groups 
Total 44,  74 59 
TABLE 15: 
107 
TEACHEk FOCUSED AcTIVItn:s flnTSTIONllAIU SECTION B BY EXPEJUENCE 
lcal.o ........ •- of .. 
- • 
Si9DU:ioanoe 
-... .... • 
Prinoi� ....... .18 2 .39 1.18 • 31 
xn.oi-t Oroupa 
Within 18.89 57 . 33 
Groups 
Total 19.68 59 
-· 
Between 11. Bl 2 5. 90 .50 • 60 
Invol-t Groups 
Ni thin 670. 76 57 11, 76 
Groups 
Total 682.58 59 
So>ool Between 3.82 2 1.91 3.55 • 03 
0--Untty/ Groups 
COOporati= 
Ni thin 30.66 57 .53 
Groups 
Total 34.49 59 
COno.rn :for Between • 67 2 • 33 • 75 . 47 
......... Group!! 
Within 25.59 57 ••• Groups 
Total 26.27 59 
Phys:iaal/ Between • • •  2 ·" 
.50 . 60 
Zlloticmal Groupl!I 
J:nvirorment 
Within 27.50 57 
••• Groups 
Total 27. 98 59 
........ Between 2.56 2 1. 28 2.96 .06 
C-1t.mit/ Groups 
Motivation 
Within 2-t..73 57 • <3 
Groups 
Total 27.29 59 




Ni thin 56.40 57 .se 
Groups 
Total 61.98 59 
-· 
Between .19 2 .009 .14 .86 
Support Groups 
Ni thin 38, 91 57 
. " Groups 
Total 39 .10 59 
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TABLE 16: 
H£AIIS ANO STANDARD DEVIATIONS BY ExPERID«:E 
1 to 10 11 to 20 21 to 38 
Bcalo 
- 





3 . 6  
.  90 
4 . 1 6  
.21 
4 . 0 0  
.  52 
3 
Feedback 3.60 ••• ,.u. .37 3.57 . 97 
baouro.a 3.56 .70 ,.oa .31 3.57 .78 
Feeling• 3.98 ,BS 4.31 , 60 3.69 1 . 1 0  
S•ction B 
Principal 3.76 . 69 4.03 .33 3.86 • • •  Invol..-...nt 
Paront 3.40 • 73 3.60 . 59 3.53 . 67 
Invol..-.nt 
sec 3.65 .89 4.22 .51 4. 03 .47 
Concern for ,.oo . 65 4.11 .83 4.27 .42 
Studont 
PU 3.22 .82 3.43 • • •  3.29 .59 
"°' 
3.6.f. , 73 4.13 . 54 3,80 . 57 
RFL 3.33 1. 01 3.68 .70 2.80 1.  21 
•• 3.89 . 98 3.96 .70 ,.o3 .46 
TAIU 17: 
POST HOC MOL'J'JPLE CONPARISOIIS S11!DIM.Y IIY ExPERlalCE 
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Soalo 1 to 10 1 to 10 11 to 20 
aignif'ioant.ly ai,gni.fioantly aignifi.oantly 
dit'l�t dif'ferent troa different 21 to 
frca 11 to 20 21 to 38 38 
a.ct.ion A 
b9J)OD8ibil.iti .. ���;:, •  'lJ 4't:. 
:- __ ..•. ·.: .. ·•· -;" 
_ .. 





Parent InTOl ,,...nt 
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Table 18 and Table 19 below present the analysis of 
variance results for the subjects grouped by grade level 
taught. The means and the standard deviations by grade level 
taught are presented in Table 21 below. The three groups 
included teachers who teach Kindergarten to Second Grade, 
Third and Fourth Grade, and teachers who teach multiple 
grades. For Section A of the TFAQ the results indicate that 
significant mean differences were found for resources. For 
Section B of the TFAQ significant differences were found for 
principal involvement. Significant results are as follows: 
Resources. The ANOVA results indicate that significant 
mean differences were found [F (2 ,59 )�3 .97 ,  p•.02]  between 
the groups based on the grade levels taught (K to 2, 3 and 
4, and multiple grades). Scheffe post hoc comparisons were 
conducted to identify specific group differences. The post 
hoc comparisons indicate that the resources scale mean of 
3 .78  for the multiple-grades group was significantly higher 
than the mean of 3.19 for the K-to-2 group. These results 
indicate that subjects who taught multiple grades had a more 
favorable perception of resources than subjects who taught 
Kindergarten to Second grade. 
Principal Involvement. The ANOVA results indicate that 
significant mean differences were found ( F ( 2 , 5 9 ) • 3 . 3 8 ,  
p-.04 )  between the groups based on the grade levels taught 
(K to 2, 3 and 4, and multiple grades). Scheffe post hoc 
comparisons were conducted to identify specific group 
Il l  
differences. The post hoc comparisons indicate that the 
principal involvement scale mean of 3 .87  for the multiple­ 
grades group was significantly higher than the mean of 3 .38  
for the K-to-2 group. These results indicate that subjects 
who taught multiple grades had a more favorable perception 
of principal involvement than subjects who taught 
Kindergarten to Second grade. 
TAIL!: 18: 
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Ti:1,CHER FOCUSED AcTIVITIES "''ESTIOMNAIRE BY GRADE LEvEL-SECTIOII A 
Scal.e 8our011 of Sua Of! 
"" 
Moon F Significance 
Variation s • 
- 
Between 1. 84 2 . 92 1. 47 .23 
Groups 
Within 36.84 59 .62 
Groups 
Total 38.68 61 
F.edbaok Between 2.  43 2 1.  22 2.05 .13 
Groups 
Within 35.09 59 .59 
Groups 
Total 37.53 61 
b•ource• Between 3. 67 2 1. 83 3. 97 .02 
Groups 
Within 27.28 59 . 46 
Groups 
Total 30.59 61 
F-lil'lCJ• Between 1. 31 2 . 65 . 90 .40 
and Groups 
Beliet. 
Within 42.83 59 . 72 
Groups 
Total 4 4 . 1 4  61 
TABLE 19: TEACHER FOCUSED ACTIVITIES QUESTIONNAIRE BY GRADE LEVEL­ 
SECTION B 
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Scale Source of' sua o •  ... Nun  r  Significanoei 
Variation I 
• 
Principal Between 2.55 2 1.27 3.38 .  04 
IDYo1v.a.n.t Groups 
Within 22.27 59 .37 
Groups 
Total 24.03 61 
Parent Between 53. 91 2 26.59 1.  99 .14 
lnvolveaent Groups 
Within 790.35 59 13.53 
Groups 
Total 852.27 61 
School Coaa Between 2.33 2 1.16 2.03 .14 
and Coord Groups 
Within 33.86 59 • 57 
Groups 
Total 36.19 61 
Concern for Between 1.25 2 .  62 1.  49 . 23 
Studlll'l.ta Groups 
Within 24.  86 59 .42 
Groups 
Total 26.12  61 
Physical/ Between 1.23 2 . 61 1 .  36 .26 
Eaotional Groups 
Environ 
Within 26.59 59 . 4 5  
Groups 
Total 27.82 61 
"°' 
Between .20 2 .10 .22 .79 
Groups 
Within 27.20 59 • 46 
Groups 
Total 27. 41 61 
b•ouro.• Between 2.48 2 1.24 1 . 1 9  .  31 
For Groups 
Learning 
Within 61. 56 59 1.04 
Groups 
Total 64.04 61 
-cher Between 1. 69 2 .. , l.00 •  37 
Support Groups 
Within 49. 42 59 . 83 
Groups 
Total 51.11 61 
TABLE 20: 
MEANS AND STANDARD OBVIATIONS BY GM.DE LBVEL TAUGHT 
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K to 2 . .... .  Othor 
Saa.le ....,, Ill ....,, 
1 "" Mean I SD 
S.Ction A 
Remponsibiliti•• 3.48 •  73 3.95 .43 3.84  •  91 
F.-dback 3.37 . 74 3.69 .  98 3.86  .  68 
Re•ouroes 3.19 .  56 3.57 .78 3.78 •  68 
Feel.ifl9• 3.96 •  35 4.21  1.23 3.84 .  81 
Seotion B 
Principal 3.38 .  64 3.81  .  53 3.87 •  63 
Involvaaent 
Parent 3. 04 • 76 3.37 .57 3.49  .  77 
Involveaent 
School 3.46 •  46 3.97 .50 3.88 •  92 
Coaaunic/Cooperation 
Conc.:cn for Studant 4 . 1 3  . 1 6  4 .31  •  56 3.96  .  79 
Phy•ical./Eaotional 2.97 .  36 3.27 .  64 3.31 •  77 
l:nvironaent 
haclwir CO&llltaent/ 3.66 ••• 3.83  .67 3 .74  .  76 Motivation 
b•curCMi• for 3.00 .96 2 .  92 1.  05 3.36  1. 03 
Learning 
'.r-chl9r Support 3.50 •  93 3.92 .  46 3.85  1.03 
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Table 21 below, presents a multiple comparison sununary by 
grade 
level taught. These results indicate that subjects of K 
thru 2 
had more favorable perceptions in the areas of Resources in 
Section A and Parent Involvement in Section B. 
T.uu: 21: 
POST HOC MULTIPLE Cc.MPAIUSONS SutOOJtY SY GRADE LEVEL TAUGHT 
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Scale I< to 2 I< to 2 It •ignifican.tly 
•ignil'ican.tly sign.if'ioantly different Other 
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CHAPTER V: 
SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter summarizes this study's findings and then 
presents conclusions and recommendations. The chapter is 
divided into four sections: summary of the study, findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to examine the 
implementation process of a specific program dealing with 
school reform. The main focus was placed on a recently 
developed educational innovation which, in turn, raised two 
important issues: how reform is being implemented and what 
kinds of relationships and communication procedures have 
arisen in the implementation process. 
This study examined the perceptions held by teachers in 
an urban school in New Jersey regarding the implementation 
of a whole-school reform. In particular, the study explored 
the question of whether there are significant differences in 
attitudes toward innovation between teachers who have 
supported the New Jersey Supreme Court order mandating 
equalized school funding and those who did not. 
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Recent years have witnessed a growth in innovational 
programs that require teacher acceptance prior to their 
implementation. Considerable research supports the theory 
that teacher acceptance of program implementation impacts 
upon the perceptions, responsibilities, resources, and 
beliefs of such teachers who are involved in an innovation 
process (Slavin, 1 9 9 4 ) .  
Past research found that innovations to be implemented 
are often introduced or championed by one or a small number 
of staff members; it is equally clear that a new program may 
quickly disappear when the pioneering staff member(s) 
departs. With this in mind, the present study measured 
teacher perceptions toward the implementation of the Success 
for All (SFA) program in the New Jersey school. The study 
took into account such variables as years of experience as a 
teacher, prior and current involvement in an innovative 
program, gender, grade level taught, and school climate. 
Whether there were any correlations between teacher 
perceptions of school climate, available resources, 
feedback, etc. and their support (or lack of support) for 
mandated educational innovations may in the future help 
educators and others analyze barriers to the adoption of 
innovation and facilitate the removal of such barriers. 
Some limitations may have affected the findings of this 
study, including the fact that data are only reported and 
analyzed from those staff members who completed and returned 
the Teacher Focused Activities Questionnaire (TFAQ) that had 
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been distributed to them. Secondly, the relatively small 
sample of this study may make its findings difficult to 
generalize to broader numbers of teachers. 
Findings 
The present study advanced and investigated three 
hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 1: No significant differences in perceptions 
of responsibilities, feedback, resources, and 
feelings/beliefs will be found between those teachers who 
did and did not support the court mandate to implement the 
success for All program. 
Hypothesis 2 :  No significant differences in perceptions 
of school climate will be found between those teachers who 
did and did not support the court mandate to implement the 
Success for All program. 
Hypothesis 3: No significant differences about 
perceptions of school climate will be found when teachers 
are compared by gender, experience, and grade level taught. 
Key findings were as follows: 
•Data collected from Section A of the TFAO found that 
for each of the four scales�responsibilities, feedback, 
resources, and feelings/beliefs�those teachers who 
indicated agreement or strong agreement with the court 
mandate for innovation expressed significantly more positive 
perceptions than did the teachers who were either uncertain 
or who disagreed or strongly disagreed with the court 
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mandate. Moreover, teachers who were uncertain about the 
court mandate in turn expressed a more positive perception 
than did those teachers who disagreed or strongly disagreed 
on the feedback, resources, and feelings/beliefs scales. 
•Data collected from Section B of the TFAQ found that 
those teachers who agreed or strongly agreed with the court 
mandate expressed significantly higher levels of positive 
perceptions than did those teachers who disagreed or 
strongly disagreed on the following scales: principal 
involvement, parent involvement, school 
community/coordination, concern for students, physical and 
emotional environment, teacher commitment/motivation, 
resources for learning, and teacher support. 
Furthermore, teachers who agreed or strongly agreed 
expressed significantly higher levels of positive 
perceptions than did those teachers who were uncertain with 
the court mandate on the following scales: parent 
involvement, school community/coordination, physical and 
emotional environment, teacher commitment/motivation, and 
teacher support. 
•Teachers who were uncertain about the court mandate 
expressed significantly higher levels of positive 
perceptions than did those teachers who disagreed or 
strongly disagreed on the following scales: principal 
involvement, school communication coordination, teacher 
commitment/motivation, and resources for learning. 
•No significant differences in teacher perceptions were 
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found when the teachers were compared by years of teaching 
experience. Those teachers who had between 11 and 20 years 
of teaching experience had a significantly higher level of 
positive perceptions than did those teachers who had one to 
10 years of experience with respect to the following scales: 
responsibilities, resources, and school communication/ 
coordination. 
•When teachers were compared by grade level taught, 
those who had taught multiple grade levels expressed 
significantly higher levels of positive perceptions.than did 
those teachers who taught only one grade in the Kindergarten 
through Second Grade range. 
Conclusion 
The present study demonstrated consistency with Carney 
( 1994 ) ,  who found that a school's principal contributed to 
the successful implementation, and that the principal 
employed effective change characteristics during the 
implementation process. Another consistency between the 
present study and Carney's study was the fact that both 
schools were change-oriented even before the primary program 
was introduced, and continued to be so oriented throughout 
the implementation process. 
Similarly, Lavery (1993) identified two important 
personal factors: Mentioned first was a transformed 
perspective, that is, changed ideas about the nature of 
learning and teaching motivated teachers to transform their 
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classroom practice. The second factor was that the role of 
mentors and colla"borating colleagues was often significant 
in influencing teachers' implementation efforts. Mentors 
included traditional mentors, such as senior or more 
knowledgeable individuals to whom the teacher turned for 
guidance. 
Another aspect of Lavery's research revealed those 
teacher's perceptions that their implementation efforts 
would be welcomed and encouraged was an important and 
necessary factor in determining whether they actually made 
an implementation effort. Organizational policies and 
procedures helped, hindered, or prevented teachers' 
implementation efforts. Lavery further suggested that 
teachers be encouraged to continue and increase their 
implementation efforts. This researcher concurs with 
Lavery's conclusion that the responses of students are of 
importance to teachers; when student responses are negative 
regarding teachers' methods, the teachers would be more 
likely to strive to overcome their weaknesses. 
The findings of the present study also supported 
Bradley1s research. Bradley employed a research design 
comprised of descriptive statistics, qualitative interviews, 
and an in-service design factor questionnaire. The findings 
also concurred with teacher change literature, which has 
found that teachers require from 12 to 18 months of using an 
innovation before they become routine users of that 
innovation. Thus, it appears to be quite definite that a 
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crucial factor in bringing about teacher approval for the 
Success for All program implementation is how the teachers 
feel about court mandated innovations. 
The findings of the current study also appear to be 
consistent with Henry (1995 ) .  Henry examined teachers' 
beliefs pertaining to the mathematics curriculum, their 
teaching practices, and their attitudes toward learning. 
Henry investigated the ways in which these beliefs and 
attitudes interacted with other factors in the 
implementation of a set of innovative curriculum materials, 
and found that these beliefs and attitudes were favorable. 
The present study's findings revealed that subjects who 
agreed with the court mandate likewise had a more favorable 
view of their feelings and beliefs. 
The present study is consistent with Afflerbach's 
(1996) findings. Afflerbach's interviews with teachers, 
principals, and curriculum coordinators revealed that 
adherence to mandated statewide programs was not without 
considerable challenges. The present research found that 
school personnel reported that the implementation of the 
Success for All program and intended school change was made 
more difficult by an absence of correspondence between 
existing instruction and performance assessment and, on the 
other hand, the instruction and performance assessment which 
was mandated. 
Additional consistency was demonstrated in the fact 
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that the situation was further complicated by a lack of 
alignment between teacher practices and beliefs and, on the 
other hand, those explicated in the statewide program. The 
data in the present study suggest that overcoming barriers 
to implementation of the statewide program requires a 
systematic approach that bridges communication barriers 
between those people involved in the curriculum, 
instruction, and the performance assessment materials and 
procedures. 
In the present study, when the teachers were compared 
along the dimension of experience, the results were 
consistent with Wisard ( 1 9 9 8 ) .  Wisard investigated how the 
beliefs, perceptions, decision-making, and behavior scales 
(defined as the teachers' sense of efficacy) of classroom 
instructors influenced the meaning of their experiences 
during the implementation of a conflict resolution program. 
Wisard employed qualitative research using the case study 
method to examine data. When extrapolated to a larger 
population, analysis indicated that most teachers have had 
particular background experiences at their schools which 
have shaped their perceptions about handling interpersonal 
conflict. It was noted by Wisard that certain conditions in 
the school setting would transfer to the classroom and serve 
to encourage or hinder the use of the given innovation. 
The present study was also consistent with Grady's 
(1995) research. Grady found that individual change at a 
very complex level is possible if a school support system is 
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in place which promotes growth and allows for flexibility. 
This finding supports the feedback scale of the present 
study--there is a need for administrative support in the 
innovation process, along with the notion that the 
innovation must be thoroughly understood and that teachers 
must receive feedback once they are in the process of 
implementing the innovation. 
The present study did not, however, concur with the 
findings of Semmel and Gerber ( 1 9 9 0 ) .  Semmel and Gerber 
criticized programs that implement the Regular Education 
Initiative for their relatively simplistic approaches to the 
instructional problems that sometimes created diversity. 
Staff teaching in a multi-grade level situation/program 
would allow the teacher to be exposed to students of various 
achievement and performance levels. It would make available 
the opportunity to teach students and allow them to progress 
based upon their ability to process information. This 
process would encourage staff members to be cognizant of 
skills that are needed at various grade levels 
(Kindergarten, First, and Second). The instructional mode 
would require teachers to design their delivery instruction 
around the ability of the students rather than the set 
curriculum. This kind of educational setting would be 




As noted in Chapter III, teacher perceptions toward 
change in one urban school of a court-mandated program 
(Success for All) revealed interesting findings that will 
support the need for further examination of the 
implementation process. The present study called on teachers 
to respond to a comprehensive series of questions pertaining 
to the existence of such factors as years of experience 
teaching, grade level taught, prior and current involvement 
in an innovative program, gender, and school climate. 
Several factors impacted the implementation of the 
Success for All program. In light of this study's findings 
and conclusions, several recommendations are advanced by the 
researcher. 
•The present study revealed that teachers' perceptions 
of the court mandate (positive or negative perceptions) are 
related to how they feel about the school's climate. Thus, 
further research should investigate those factors that may 
relate to teacher acceptance or rejection of court mandates. 
What can educators do to make the mandate more acceptable so 
that teachers see it as part of a solution, rather than as a 
problem? What can courts do to fashion a mandate in such a 
way that it is acceptable to educators? 
•This study can be replicated at other grade levels; 
the results can then be compared to the findings of the 
present study. For example, do sixth-grade, seventh-grade, 
and eighth-grade teachers have different perspectives 
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regarding court-mandated change than do teachers in the 
earlier grades? However, keeping in mind the limitation 
mentioned in Chapter One of this study, with regard to this 
replication scenario and the ones that appear below, it is 
suggested that the studies be carried out in schools in 
which the principal is not the researcher. 
•Further research can investigate whether teachers 
would have different perceptions if they taught students 
from different socio-economic levels. Would teacher 
perceptions of responsibilities, feedback, resources, and 
feelings/beliefs fluctuate from one grade level to the next? 
•Further research can investigate the present study's 
findings that teachers in grades Kindergarten-through-Second 
Grade were significantly different in the resources and 
parental involvement scales from teachers in Grades 3 and 4 .  
•Future research can examine the present study's 
finding that staff members having one-to-10 years of 
experience had more favorable perceptions on the scales of 
responsibilities, resources, and school/community 
cooperation than they had on the other scales. 
•Future research can replicate the present study's 
methodology at other schools in the same school district or 
other urban school districts and draw relevant comparisons. 
And the present study's methodology can be replicated in 
suburban schools to ascertain whether there are significant 
differences between urban and suburban teachers regarding 
implementation of court mandated changes. 
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•Future study can investigate whether there are any 
correlations between teacher perceptions of school climate, 
available resources, feedback, etc., and their support {or 
lack of it) for mandated educational innovations; such 
findings may in the future help educators and others analyze 
barriers to the adoption of innovation and therefore 
facilitate the removal of such barriers. 
•Finally, the present study clearly demonstrates that 
teacher perceptions regarding a court mandate in turn hav.e a 
direct impact on their perceptions as regards their position 
and school climate. Further research should investigate 
factors, personal characteristics, or demographic variables 
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Joseph Sinatra FulAore, Sr. 
122 East 39u. Street 
Paterson, New J•rsey 07514 
Dr. Judith Horan 
110 Chatham Avenue 
Paterson, New Jersey 07502 
July 16, 1999 
O.ar Dr, Moran; 
It waa indeed a pleasure for ae, having the opportunity to talk with you 
on July 16, 1999. It brought a reflection of a.any ...ories during your 
tenure as President the Paterson Board of Education, Paterson, New 
Jersey. It was during this period, in my opinion, that your leadership 
skills beca=e apparent as a trailblazer for children and education. As 
you continue to achieve your goals and objectives in the area of 
education, I comaend you for being the individual you are. 
As discussed with you, by way of telephone, on July 17, 1999, my pursuit 
as a doctoral student where you completed your Doctoral Oegree, Seton 
Hall University in South Orange, New Jersey, pl•••e allow me again to 
call upon you for support. Dr. Moran, I aa in the process of 
conducting my research on the implementation process of the Success For 
All Program in the Paterson PUblic School System. In order for me to 
continue the process, I am r•questing permission to alter and adapt your 
survey on the •surver of Perceptions of Teaching Personnel with Regard 
to the Levels of Imp eaentation in Site-Based Managed Schools.• I found 
your instrument somewhat relative to my topic. 
Enclosed, please find a copy o! my survey for your review and response. 
I would appreciate very much your review as soon as possible. Again, I 
thank you for allowing me to utilize your questionnaire and adapting it 
to •Y research. 
If you have any questions regarding this matter, please !eel free to 
contact me at 973-881-0662 hOllle or 973•881-6030 work. Hy fax number at 
ha.e is 973-881-1923 and work 973-8812419. 
Yours in education, 
Joseph Sinatra Fulmore, Sr. 
c . File 
&nclosure 
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Jo•eph S. Fulaore, Sr. 
122 &list 38'" Street 
Pater•on, New Jersey 07514 
August 11, 1999 
Dear Staff, 
Thia survey is being used aa a part of •Y doctoral study in education. 
I am a doctoral student at Seton Hall University in South Orange, NJ. 
Please be aesured that all responses will remain anonymous. Should you 
choose to participate, please supply th• infonnation and return the 
survey to th• researcher in the sta.ped envelope: by October 4, 1999. Do 
not include your naae anywhere on the survey. Completion of this survey 
indicates your willingness to participate in this research project. 
This project has been reviewed and approved by the Seton Hall University 
Institutional Review board for Human Subjects Reaearch. The IRS 
Institutional Review board believes that the reaearch procedurea 
adequately safeouard the subject's privacy, welfare, civil liberties, 
and rights. The Chairperaon of the IRB aay be reached through th• 
Office of Grants and Research Services. The telephone number ·of the 
Office is {973-275-2974). 
I am writing you to aak for your voluntary p.articipation in a research 
project that I am conducting on the 1.plementation of the Success For 
All Program in your school. This survey compares how teacher acceptance 
impacts on the implementation of the Success For All in an Urban School 
District. My research focusea on the i.JDplementation proceas of the 
Success For All Program. 
I have enclosed a aurvey that rates the teacher perceptions on the 
implementation procesa of the Success For All Program. The length of 
time to conduct the aurvey will be no more than fifteen minutes. Only 
the aggregated results will be reported so that confidentiality will be 
maintained et all t1-es. Input through this survey is crucial to the 
success of my research. The withdrawal from this activity at any time 
will be recognized without prejudice. 
If you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me, Joseph S. 
Fulmore, Principal Public School NUllber Six, 137 carroll Street, 
Paterson, New Jersey, 07501. Telephone nwnber 973-881-6030. The 
Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Seton Hall University has approved 
this survey tor the purpose of anonymous research. 
Your input ia greatly appreciated. It is •Y hope that this research 
will provide ae with a better understanding of the implementation 
process and teacher acceptance of the Success For All Program. I thank 
you for your anticipated cooperation. 
Sincerely yours, 
Jo9eph Sinatra Fulw.ore, Sr. 
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Part A :Level of Agreement- (Five Point Likert Like Scale) 
This section of the •urvey asks you to respond to a number of statements 
about your school's efforts with regard to the Success For All Program 
and implementation activities. 
Directions: Please indicate your response to the following statements 
by circling the appropriate response in the right hand column. 











1, I believe that my role as a teacher has been redefined to support the Success 
For All Program.. 5 4 3 2 l 
2. I believe that I show active support for the implementation of the new 
proqram. 5 4 3 2 1 
3. I believe the activities provided by the developer are innovative and 
motivating. 5 4 3 2 l 
4. I believe that the feedback aeaaiona which followed the monitoring proceaa 
have been beneficial. 5 4 3 2 l 
5. I have been given encouragement by the principal throughout the 
implementation process. 5 • 3 2 1 
6. I have been given encouragement by the conaultants throughout the 
implementation process. 5 • 3 2 1 
,. I have been given encouragement by the facilitator throughout the 
1mp1 ... ntation procesa. 5 • 3 2 1 
8. The diatrict provides me with the reaourcea to access staff development 
programs. 5 4 3 2 1 
9. I have had a direct role in leading the process of change by implementing the 
model. 5 4 3 2 1 
10.Hy tutoring activitiea are evident. 
5 • 3 2 1 
11. The "Family Support" component is functional. 
5 • 3 2 1 
12. Time has been made available to me for plannirniJ. 
5 • 3 2 1 
13. Tirae is allotted to permit me to share ideas with my collealjJUea. 
5 t 3 2 1 
lt. I believe teachers can/have participated in problem. solving and team 
building activities. 5 4 3 2 l 
15. I believe all teachers were made aware of the Succeaa For All atructure 
through an orientation. 5 4 3 2 1 
16. The monitoring proceaa la helpful to me for implementing the model. 
5 4 3 2 1 
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17, The consultants have provided support to me throughout the implementation 
process. 5 4 3 2 1 
18. Instructional materials are readily available to me for instruction. 
S 4 3 2 l 
19.The dev.loper provided me with workshops to help insure a SJ110oth transition 
into the model. 5 4 3 2 1 
20. I supported the court decision to mandate the implementation of the Success 
For All Mod.el as a model. 5 4 3 2 l 
ISO 
Part B: School Climate 
z woald lib to v-t yom opillioa UOU.t ....a.1 UINl(lts oL your 8Clboo1. ei.a .. 
E-.pond boDNU.y to all qa.•t.i.ou. It you an W in yoar f'-ling about a 
qae•t:ioa pl.aaN pat "tr' f'or tM ciu-t.ioa. •1-.. DO .al' IIQ'P a qae•t.i.on. O'N 
t:M f'olloriag gm.de to tndtaate you ---.r, 
5 • Strongly Agree 
4 • Agree 
J • Oncertain 
2 • Disagr" 
l • Strongly Disagree 
1. There is cooperation throughout this school 
2. Parents are involved in this achoo!. 
3. I am optimistic that this school will improve. 
4. School personnel spend adequate ti.Jne c011111unicating with parents. 
5. Teachers in this school are making a difference in the lives of 
students. 
6. This school b getting bitter. 
7. Students feel safe coming to and going from this school. 
8. __ Goals and prioritie11 for the school are clear. 
9. Parents are well infonaed of their children's progress. 
10. This school is concerned about students• social and emotional 
development. 
11. Parents are able to C011111.unicate about the runninq of the school. 
12. This school is clean and orderly. 
13. Violence in this school is not one of my concerns. 
14. Teachers in this school really care about their students. 
15. __ I 4JII highly visible throuqhout this school. 
16. Most parents would rate this school as superior. 
17, Most parents are involved in an over-all home and school support 
network, 
18. Teachers receive the support of parents for the work they do. 
19. Teacher receive the support of the school administration in enforcinq 
•chool rule•. 
20. Teachers make a conscious effort to coordinate their teaching with each 
other. 
21. Staff Members support and encourage each other at thb school. 
22.��There is a great deal of cooperative effort among staff members. 
23. Staff members are recognized for a job well done. 
24. I require and regularly review lesson plans. 
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25. The principal makes frequent classroom visitation. 
26. The principal is very active in securing resources and promoting 
staff development for the faculty. 
27. The principal uses test results to recommend modifications or 
changes in the instructional program. 
28. The school's communication network is open to effective two-way 
exchanges among administrators and teachers. 
29. At the principal's initiative, teacher's work together to 
effectively coordinate the instructional program within and between 
grades. 
30, I am optimistic that this school will improve. 
31. School personnel spend adequate time communicating with parents. 
32. Teachers and parents spend time working together. 
33. Teachers in this school are making a difference I the lives of 
students. 
''·��This school is getting better. 
35-��This school seems like a big family, everyone is close and 
friendly. 
36. Goals and priorities for the school are clear. 
37. This school is concerned about students' social and emotional 
development. 
38. This school is clean and orderly. 
39. This school is effectively led. 
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Qmiati.cma 40 tlu:ough 62 pertain to YU'ioue upeota � your •ohool. 
I would lib- your opinion lll:lout t:baa9 thiDga. Pi-a. ni!IPODd 
hon .. tly to all �•tion.. It you are UD8Uftl in. your f-1.ing• about 
a qu.e•tion plNH writ. tM letter •o• tor that qaa.tion. Pl.._ DO 
NOi' •lip any quu:t.ion. O•• the fol.lowing gu.iCS. to indicate your 
anaw.r tor .aClb •ta�t. 












School Cl.1Plt9 99Pt1RP91, 
40. My success or failure as a teacher is due primarily to factors 
beyond my control. 
41. The level of student misbehavior (e .g.,  noise, fighting in the 
halls or cafeteria) in this school interferes with my teaching. 
42. I have the support of the school administration in enforcing 
school rules. 
43. I feel safe coming to and going from this school. 
44.  There is a great deal of cooperative effort among staff members. 
••·��Staff members are recognized for a job well done. 
46. I have an adequate workspace where I can work. 
47. I have necessary basic materials (e.g.,  textbooks and supplies) 
for my teaching. 
••·��My classroom is clean. 
49.�My classroom has broken windows. 
50.�My classroom has chipped and peeling paint. 
51. On a typical day, my classroom is seldom disrupted by student 
misbehavior. 
52.��0n a typical day, my classroom is often disrupted by 
announcements, messengers, from the office, students coming in tardy, 
noise in the hallway, etc. 
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53. I have had to spend my own money for school supplies and 
materials. 
54.� The principal requires frequently reviews of lesson plans. 
55. The principal frequently communicates to individual teachers 
their responsibilities in relation to student achievement. 
56.��There is clear, strong, centralized instructional leadership from 
the principal in this school. 
51.�� Supervision is directed at instruction. 
58.��The principal make sure that reviews and interpretations of test 
results with and for the faculty. 
59.�Supervision is directed at instruction. 
60.��The school's administrators understand the needs of teachers. 
61.��Teachers in this school are provided with adequate feedback 
concerning their professional performance. 
62.�� Student behavior is generally positive in this school. 
Part C: Open Ended Questions: 
1. Please comment on the effectiveness of implementing the Success For 
All Program. 




Pletn CHW?lete tbe fol1snr1 M cru1;t.i991 nerte1 ri re to you u an 
pdpgat9E, 
1.  Please list the number of years as a teacher. _ 
2. Have you ever been involved in an innovative educational program in 
the past? __yes __ no, 
If yes please give a brief description of the program. 
3. Are you still involved in an innovative program? __ ye• __ no 
4.  Gender female _male 
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Cronbach's Alpha is the recommended reliability 
analysis technique for surveys and questionnaires (Nunnaly, 
J.C. Psychometric Theory, Second Edition. New York, McGraw 
Hill Book Company 1978. p. 230 ) .  The table below presents 
the Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficients for each scale 
on the Teacher Focused Activities Questionnaire. In most 
cases, the reliabilities of the scales were satisfactory, at 
or above 0 .70 .  However, some scales, including 
feelings/beliefs, physical emotion, environment, and 
resources for learning had unreliable items removed in order 
to raise the scale reliability. 








�nsibilities 3 • 67 
Feedback 6 .88 
Resources 8 • 87 
Feelings/Beliefs* 1 NIA 
Section B 
Princi al Involvement 10 .86 
Parent Involvement 5 . 80 
School 6 • 85 
Communication/Coord 
Concern for Students 5 .82 
Physical,r.m.otional 10 • 76 
Environment** 
TCM 7 • 81 
Resources for 4 • 66 
Learning*** 
Teacher Su ort 8 .83 
Cozm Tl0NNAIR£ 
• Question 10 deleted, 20 withheld from analysia becauae it is used as 
an independent variable 
•• Oueations 41, 50, and 52 deleted 
***Questions 53 and 57 deleted 
